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Every person has a unique perspective through which the concept of music
education is filtered, and for good reason: music classrooms and programs across the
United States are very different. Programs are dissimilar in everything from tangible
items, such as facilities and available teaching materials, to foundational frameworks,
including curriculum and program philosophy. Local geographical and cultural contexts
contribute to the dissimilarity of music programs across the United States, and even those
within the same region or state. The purpose of this study was to examine the
commonalities and differences in school climate and access to resources among urban,
rural, and reservation Nebraska public school districts to determine their readiness to
achieve Nebraska State Music Standards. All students deserve a quality, standards-based
music education. The research questions focused on teachers’ perceptions of school
climate; advantages or disadvantages of staffing and scheduling; and availability of
equipment, materials, and curricular resources. The survey tool was developed and
updated from the “Survey of Nebraska School Music Programs” (Nierman, 1998).
Survey data gathered from a random stratified sample of music educators in Nebraska

Class C and D rural schools, socioeconomically diverse urban schools, and reservation
settings were analyzed using descriptive research tools, ANOVA tests, and chi-square
analysis. Among the findings were indications that urban music educators had the most
access to teacher development resources; rural music educators gave a significantly
higher appraisal of school climate than reservation music educators; and rural music
educators had significantly higher student-to-teacher ratios than urban music educators.
This study illuminates some of the challenges and rewards of teaching in underserved
districts in Nebraska, which could positively impact the musical growth of Nebraska
students, as well as broaden the philosophical perspective of music educators in the state.
Finally, this study acknowledges Native American reservation music programs, which
have been largely overlooked in educational research.
Keywords: Reservation public schools, National Core Music Standards, National
Opportunity to Learn Standards, socioeconomic status, school climate, teacher retention,
teacher attrition
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Chapter One: Introduction to the Study
The Problem
The geographical and cultural contexts in which a music teacher works are
irrevocably entwined with administrative expectations of the curriculum and classroom;
community expectations of the function of the music program; and a host of extramusical
factors that influence students. As a nascent music educator, the researcher began to
recognize disparities among Nebraska music districts, having acquired a music education
in a predominantly middle-income urban setting and engaged in teacher preparation and
practica in established, affluent urban classrooms before accepting a K-12 teaching
position at a rural reservation school in a community faced with systemic poverty and
high teacher turnover. Teaching on a Native American reservation proved to be a wholly
different experience from the researcher’s personal music education in elementary and
secondary school and the practica she completed as a preservice music educator,
exposing potential and perceived effects of a rural setting, systemic poverty, and ethnic
marginalization on the Native American student population.
The educational literature is rich with studies of students in urban settings, with
specific research regarding music availability and enrollment (Pellegrinelli, 2012);
differences of aforementioned availability between schools with predominantly White or
non-White student enrollment (Salvador & Allegood, 2014); and teacher, administrator,
and community member perceptions of the role and challenges ascribed to music
education in such settings (Doyle, 2012; Shaw, 2015; Sindberg, 2013). While much of
the literature has focused on the struggles and stressors inherent in teaching in urban
school systems, some researchers have begun to focus on the predictors of effective urban
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teaching. As Shaw asserts, “The practical realities of teaching in urban settings can
present a myriad of obstacles that reinforce negative perceptions of urban education . . .
[However,] rather than further documenting the plight of urban music education, research
can elucidate factors influencing urban teaching success” (Shaw, 2015, p. 199). Recent
studies have done just this, utilizing surveys and interviews to ascertain skill sets and
attitudes that benefit urban music educators (Fitzpatrick, 2011; Katsarou et al., 2010;
McCullough & Ryan, 2014; Voltz, 1998).
Rural, tribal, and, in particular, reservation school environments have historically
received far less attention in the annals of music education research. Some rural case
studies and comparisons with urban music education settings have shed a bit of light on
similarities and differences between these climates, and the implications for music
educators serving in each realm (Hunt, 2009; Wilcox, 2005; Prest, 2013; Yang & Fetsch,
2007), but these are localized qualitative studies that may not be applicable to rural
settings across the nation. Almost no research has been done on the music programs of
tribal schools, public schools on tribal land, or non-reservation public schools with high
percentages of Native American enrollment. There is a profound disconnection between
populous urban or suburban areas and the relatively isolated, self-sustaining reservations
scattered around the United States.
This lack of visibility for isolated rural and reservation schools in the research
begs the question, are public schools in these environments able to provide a quality
music education that assists all students in meeting state or national standards? Until
recently, Nebraska music educators relied on the 1994 National Music Standards as a
basis for curricular objectives. These nine content-based standards were upgraded in 2014
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to supply “an authentic sequence for outcomes . . . that were emphasized in the 1994
standards” (Shuler et al., 2014, p. 41), shifting the focus from product to process. Rather
than listing distinct content standards, the new national standards consist of four artistic
processes that encompass all curricular activities: create, perform, respond, and connect.
Nebraska’s K-12 Fine Arts Standards were adopted the same year as the national
standards were revised, and encompass the same artistic processes and common anchor
verbs. The Nebraska standards differ slightly from the national standards by providing
explicit connection statements, by grouping the standards into grade level ranges, and by
eschewing specific courses in the standards outline. The National Opportunity to Learn
Standards (National Association for Music Education [NAfME], 2020) specify the
resources needed to facilitate student achievement of the core music standards in terms of
curriculum and scheduling, staffing, materials and equipment, and facilities. Educators,
administrators, and policymakers can utilize the National Opportunity to Learn
Standards (hereafter referred to as the OTL Standards) to determine whether a school is
equipped to enable students to meet the state and national standards for music education
at a basic or quality level. For the purposes of this document, quality in music education
is tied directly to the OTL Standards, as they provide explicit measurements of the
resources needed to “give students a meaningful chance to achieve” the national music
standards (NAfME, 2020).
The Purpose
The purpose of this study was to examine the commonalities and differences in
school climate and access to resources among urban, rural, and reservation Nebraska
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public school districts to determine their readiness to achieve Nebraska State Music
Standards.
Research Questions
1. What are the various courses taught in the music program, and are they
extracurricular or part of the school day? (Checklist; Descriptive Statistics)
2. How do teachers at urban, rural, and reservation schools rate their school climate
based on such factors as parent/community involvement, administrative support,
student achievement rates, and availability of resources? (Numerical Rating Scale
and Self-Report Inventory; F-Test and Descriptive Statistics)
3. Do participants have access to curricular resources, mentorship, and professional
development opportunities? (Numerical Rating Scale; F-Test)
4. Is the number of students per music teacher statistically significantly different in
reservation, non-Native rural, and urban schools? (Self-Report Inventory; F-Test)
5. Does the school have access to sufficient quality instruments and technological
equipment to enable all students to participate fully in music instruction?
(Checklist; Chi-Square Analysis)
Definition of Terms
In order to study systematically the problem as articulated, the following terms
needed to be defined for the purposes of this study:
Reservation schools refer to public schools located on Native American
reservations. Although the student population at a reservation school may be primarily or
entirely Native American, the school is subject to state law rather than oversight from the
federal Bureau of Indian Affairs. In contrast, tribal schools refer to any tribal education
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agency, which is defined by 20 USCS § 5502 as “a school or community college which is
controlled by an Indian tribe, band, or nation, including any Alaska Native village, which
is recognized as eligible for special programs and services provided by the United States
to Indians because of their status as Indians and which is not administered by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs” (Tribal Education Agency Law and Legal Definition, 2021). In the
state of Nebraska, none of the reservation schools are tribal education agencies.
Urban schools, for the purpose of this study, are schools with a rather large
number of students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. They are not representative
of “inner city” urban schools, because access to Nebraska’s equivalent of “inner city”
urban schools was denied in the Institutional Review Board’s review process. Therefore,
the urban schools surveyed in this study may be closer in resource levels and
demographics to large suburban schools than “inner city” urban schools.
Socioeconomic status (SES) is defined by the American Psychological
Association as “the social standing or class of an individual or group. It is often measured
as a combination of education, income and occupation” (American Psychological
Association, 2021, para. 1). SES is typically realized by access or lack of access to
resources, resulting in increased or decreased power and/or privilege.
School climate reflects the general levels of positivity versus negativity embodied
by school personnel and students. For purposes of this study, it was measured by survey
participants’ perceptions of the degree to which various resources necessary for students
to achieve state music standards, derived from NAfME’s National Opportunity to Learn
Standards (2020), were available: time; curriculum resources; human resources
(staffing); materials and equipment; appropriate scheduling; and facilities. Further,
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factors such as student achievement, parental/stakeholder involvement, and teacher
attrition contribute to perceptions of the quality and character of school life, and were
also examined as elements of climate.
Teacher retention and teacher attrition are opposite sides of the coin regarding
educators who choose to stay in their current position from year to year (retention), and
those who choose to leave their post or the profession entirely (attrition). Researchers,
including Linda Darling-Hammond (2003) and Carl Hancock (2015), distinguish teachers
who change positions within the profession as being engaged in “migration” rather than
attrition; however, because this study is interested in school climate, the focus is the rate
of retention versus turnover, regardless of whether the latter is migration-based or
attrition-based.
Class C and Class D are enrollment-based classifications prescribed by the
Nebraska School Activities Association (NSAA). Schools or districts possessing high
school enrollment numbers from 75-150 are labeled “Class C,” while schools with 74 or
fewer enrolled high school students qualify as “Class D.” Not all reservation public
schools are classified by the NSAA; therefore, the rural schools eligible for this study
include all schools of equivalent enrollment size (NSAA, 2021).
Delimitations
While schools in every context benefit, either directly or peripherally, from the
input and cooperation of a variety of stakeholders, such as students, parents and
guardians, certified and classified staff, administrators, school board members, and local
as well as federal authorities, this study is focused on the experiences and perceptions of
music educators at urban, rural, and reservation Nebraska schools. Aside from students,
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whose experiences and perceptions would make a valuable addition to the results of this
study, music teachers are the stakeholders most directly involved with the construction,
implementation, and perpetuation of institutionalized music coursework. Therefore, due
to limitations of time and the resources necessary to survey multiple stakeholders, the
study was delimited to gathering information from music educators.
Only music educators within Nebraska were surveyed for this research study.
Because of limitations of time and resources needed to collect data, a random, stratified
sample of music educators from urban, rural, and reservation school systems in Nebraska
was surveyed so that inferences could be made to the population of music programs in
small Nebraska school districts. The experiences of music educators in urban, rural, and
reservation settings in other states and countries are beyond the scope of this study.
This study excluded all non-urban music programs within large districts (Class B,
A, or AA), because it was assumed that these schools have a greater availability of
resources for their music programs than smaller rural and reservation schools, wherein
the communities often face geographical isolation, conditions of systemic poverty, or
both. For the purposes of this study, urban schools were delimited to high schools within
the Class AA urban centers that serve a relatively high percentage of economically
marginalized students. While these high schools have higher enrollment numbers than the
rural and reservation schools sampled for this study, it is theorized that some urban
Nebraska schools may experience similar issues to other underserved schools in the state.
The challenges faced by larger, more affluent, and/or private school music programs are
different from those faced by the school settings in this study, and are more widely
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understood by education professionals. Therefore, this research study was delimited to
underserved areas of Nebraska.
Basic Assumptions
The validity of survey data is always dependent upon many factors; among the
most crucial are how representative is the sample of the population surveyed and how
accurately does the measurement tool capture the essence of the areas of interest to be
studied. Because of the randomized selection of the sample and the care taken to examine
the face and content validity of the measurement tool, it was assumed that the data for
this study were not biased in an unrepresentative manner.
Theory
At the heart of this study, as at the heart of teaching, is the concept of the quality
of education offered to students. All measured perceptions and explanations of factors
relate back to this overarching concept. Certainly a primary goal of both the Nebraska
State Music Standards and National Opportunity to Learn Standards (NAfME, 2020) is
to help school districts promote a level of artistic literacy that enables students to
participate in and encounter music for a lifetime.
In the beginning stages of this study, the researcher conceptualized three primary
non-scholastic factors that may contribute, with varying levels of intensity, to urban,
rural, and reservation schools’ effectiveness and readiness to achieve Nebraska State
Music Standards: parental involvement (or stakeholder/community influence), systemic
poverty (or socioeconomic status), and student home life. Educators have little-to-no
impact on these contributing factors, but because they have an impact on students, they
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may offer contextual insight into the successes and travails of aspects of the quality of
education available.
Many factors affect the quality of formal music education available to students,
including the following National Opportunity to Learn Standards categories: curriculum
and scheduling; staffing; materials and equipment; and facilities (NAfME, 2020). Access
to these resources, as well as availability of human resources (such as mentors, teacher
teams, or others engaged in similar curricular work), aministrative support, school
climate, and teacher efficacy are theorized to have a direct impact on the quality of music
education. Job satisfaction, which contributes to teacher efficacy, may be predicated on
such factors as levels of stress, rates of staff/administrative turnover, amount of perceived
administrative support, involvement in decision-making processes, monetary
compensation, and access to mentorship and professional development.
Researchers have uncovered a variety of factors associated with staff attrition,
which will be discussed in Chapter Two. While less attention has been given to the
impact of staff attrition or retention on the quality of education, several studies have
indicated that teacher turnover rates disproportionately affect schools in high-poverty
(Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Ingersoll, 2001, 2003), urban, and lower-performing
settings (Hanushek et al., 1999; Ronfeldt et al., 2013; Young, 2018). Additionally,
Ronfeldt, Loeb, and Wyckoff determined that student achievement, as measured by test
scores, suffers when turnover rates are higher (Ronfeldt et al., 2013). Finally, Ingersoll
proposed methods by which schools might enhance organizational conditions, which
would “contribute to lower rates of turnover . . . diminish school staffing problems, and
ultimately aid the performance of schools” (Ingersoll, 2001, p. 525). If it can be argued
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that higher levels of attrition are generally detrimental to student achievement (Boyd et
al., 2005; Kelchtermans, 2017; Ronfeldt et al., 2013; Young, 2008), it follows that
attrition and retention impact the overall quality of education available within a school or
district. Similarly, music programs experiencing high or recent teacher attrition, or
perhaps loss of mentorship due to attrition in other subject areas, may suffer from a
temporarily diminished level of music education. Lack of consistency in expectations and
instructional methods can be difficult for students, and forming a trusting professional
bond with a new music teacher takes time.
The socioeconomic status (SES) of students can also have a significant impact on
their access, or lack of access, to an equitable and quality music education. Various
studies have revealed unequal access to music programs between large and small schools
(Kelley & Demorest, 2016), between more and less affluent districts (McAnally, 2013;
Shuler, 2012), and between economically privileged or marginalized students within the
same districts (Albert, 2006; Bates, 2012; Elpus, 2014; Fitzpatrick, 2006; Hoffman, 2013;
Kinney, 2009). The relationship between the SES of students and their involvement with
school music is complex. Fitzpatrick compared the standardized test results of students
involved in instrumental music and their non-musician classmates, and determined that
“students who participated in high school instrumental music were higher scorers from
the beginning of their music study of an instrument.” Fitzpatrick’s finding indicated a
positive correlation between instrumental study and high test scores, “suggesting that . . .
[there] might be a stronger than average concentration of higher-scoring students
involved in instrumental music classes” (Fitzpatrick, 2006, p. 82). If, as Fitzpatrick’s
Ohio-based study suggests, students with more monetary privilege are more likely to
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enroll in band, what are the reasons underpinning the greater concentration of high-SES
students in band, and what can be done to increase musical opportunities for
economically marginalized students?
As Fitzpatrick explicitly states, “more needs to be done to understand the
importance of socioeconomic barriers to student performance” (Fitzpatrick, 2006, p. 81).
Researchers such as Bates (2012), Hoffman (2013), and Kinney (2009) have outlined
some obvious potential barriers to music education for students with relatively low SES,
such as lack of access to funding for musical instruments, repairs, uniforms, and field
trips; as well as a lack of opportunity to attend extracurricular practices or performances
without transport or supervision, particularly if the student is from a single-parent
household (Kinney, 2009). Furthermore, students who require additional academic
support, such as those on IEPs, those in ELL courses, and those in supplementary courses
for tested subjects, have less time for elective courses (Elpus, 2014; Hoffman, 2013).
Music classes are typically considered to be elective in the public school system, and are
sometimes scheduled opposite core coursework, or concurrently with other music
courses. One Title I school district in Ohio was required to reduce its non-tested
coursework in the wake of the No Child Left Behind Act: “To make room for the
increased class periods in math and language arts, band and choir were scheduled at the
same time as the general music classes so students lost the opportunity to study general
music and participate in band and choir” (Spohn, 2008, p. 5). When scheduling and
course offerings are tied to achievement on standardized tests, students may have limited
access to the variety and quantity of music classes offered in other districts, which
negatively impacts the overall caliber of the program
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Figure 1 illustrates the interconnections between identified categories that may
contribute to the quality of music education available to students at urban, rural, and
reservation schools.

Figure 1
Factors Contributing to Urban, Rural, and Reservation Schools’ Readiness to Achieve
Nebraska State Music Standards

Methodology
The following is a description of the methods and procedures used in this study.
The organizational bases were 1) Participants, 2) Materials, 3) Procedure, and 4) Data
Analysis.
Participants
This study focused on the music programs of underserved areas of Nebraska:
urban, rural, and reservation schools. Nebraska has no true inner-city school systems that
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were accessible to the researcher. The closest approximations to the underserved urban
environments featured in the literature are the large urban high schools with relatively
high socioeconomic diversity. Other underserved areas in Nebraska include
geographically isolated rural schools and reservation schools, neither of which featured
heavily in educational research at the time of study. The sample size was determined by
the number of reservation and urban music educators available to be surveyed. There are
only four reservation schools in the state of Nebraska, each of which would be classified
as either Class C or Class D by the NSAA (2021). Restriction of access to a number of
socioeconomically diverse urban schools reduced the pool of available Class AA urban
schools to three; this limitation will be explained further in Chapter Three.
Materials
Materials employed by this study included the Nebraska Department of Education
email list for music educators, the “Opportunity to Learn Standards for Music Education”
Survey (see Appendix A), an initial outreach email (see Appendix C), and two follow-up
messages (see Appendices D and E). The survey tool consisted of thirty-six items
presented as numerical rating scales, checklists, and self-report inventories. These items
were designed to gather data on respondents’ coursework and schedules; perception of
school climate; access to curricular and teacher development resources; music department
staffing; and availability of equipment and materials.
A pilot study of the face and content validity of the survey tool took place before
the survey was distributed to the aforementioned sample of music educators (see Chapter
Three). Attention was given to the layout, question format, and length of the survey. This
ensured that respondents could easily view the questions on their computer or phone; that
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questions were concise and easy to understand; and that plentiful data was gathered while
keeping the survey short enough that participants would not be discouraged or rush
through the questions.
Procedure
The “Opportunity to Learn Standards for Music Education” Survey (hereafter
referred to as the OTL Survey) was distributed to a stratified random sample of Nebraska
music educators (with some purposive sampling, as explained in the Participants section).
The survey was issued via email in the fall of 2021 to ensure a representative sampling
from urban, rural, and reservation schools of comparative sizes. The survey tool was
created using Qualtrics, which permitted respondents to access the survey on any
electronic device with an internet connection.
The invitation and follow-up emails were distributed by Qualtrics and contained
an electronic link to the survey. Participants provided informed consent by clicking on
the link and selecting “I agree” under the heading, “Documentation of Informed
Consent.” The first reminder email was sent via Qualtrics to any educators who did not
finish the survey in approximately ten days. Several days thereafter, the final reminder
email was issued to any respondents who had not yet completed the survey.
All survey response data were collected and stored by Qualtrics. The researcher
analyzed the data with the assistance of the Nebraska Evaluation and Research (NEAR)
Center for support with data organization and statistical analyses.
Data Analysis
Research question one considered the courses offered at the respondents’ schools,
and whether they are offered during the school day, as an extracurricular activity, or both.
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The section of the survey dedicated to scheduling was presented as a checklist, and
analyzed using descriptive statistics, to determine trends in course offerings, and any
unique specialized coursework that might be available to students in certain school
contexts.
Question two focused on respondents’ perceptions of school climate. Survey
items related to climate included five-point numerical rating scale questions that
highlighted different aspects of school climate, such as support, consistent expectations,
and promotion of continuous learning. This first set of eighteen numerical rating scale
items was analyzed using an F-test. Another five-point numerical rating scale question
asked music educators to assess their students’ overall achievement in core classes. A
question about the amount of annual staff turnover utilized a three-point rating scale
(“Low” turnover was indicated by a rate of less than 10% attrition; “Medium” turnover
was indicated by a rate of attrition ranging from 10-20%; and “High” turnover was
indicated by an annual rate of attrition exceeding 20%). These two numerical rating scale
questions were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The final two questions in this
section asked educators to self-report their number of years of music teaching experience
and their number of scheduled planning minutes per week. These data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics to determine the average experience level of music teachers
within the sample, the range of experience therein, and any trends in the amount of plan
time allotted for the three school categories.
Research question three, relating to the availability of curricular and teacher
development resources, was addressed by six numerical rating scale survey items. These
perceptual data were analyzed using an F-test.
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Research question four concerned staffing; six self-report inventory items were
analyzed using an F-test to determine if any statistically significant differences in studentto-teacher ratio existed. The descriptive statistics for this research question also focused
on the number of full-time and part-time music teachers present at each school, and what
percentage of the respondents’ position was dedicated to music instruction.
Question five addressed the equipment and materials available to music educators
at rural, urban, and reservation schools in the form of a checklist. Respondents could
indicate that they had what they needed to achieve student learning outcomes, that they
had some of what they needed, or that they did not have what they needed. A chi-square
analysis was applied to this data to determine whether there were any significant
differences between expected and observed access to equipment and materials.
Significance of the Study
A music classroom is often a product of its environment, impacted by the
philosophy and capacity of the educator at its helm, the priorities of the school at large,
the contributions of educators from other disciplines, the climate of the school, the
involvement of the community, and the cultural and socioeconomic environments of the
location. All students deserve a quality music education. While quality music education
can be defined and accomplished in many ways, for the purposes of this study, quality in
music education was measured by music educators’ perceptions of school climate and
access to the resources outlined in the OTL Standards. This study intended to illuminate
potential barriers to the provision of a quality music education at underserved districts in
Nebraska, and to showcase the joys of serving in these districts. Finally, this study
acknowledged the scarcity of information on the state of music education in tribal and

17
reservation school contexts, in the hope that more researchers will explore Indigenous
music education with a goal of achieving equity in education for all students.
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Chapter Two: Related Literature
Introduction
The theoretical model for this study, Factors Contributing to the Ability of Urban,
Rural, and Reservation Schools’ Readiness to Achieve Nebraska State Music Standards
(see Figure 1), encompasses a variety of factors that potentially advance or inhibit the
quality of music education available to students at rural, urban, and reservation schools in
Nebraska. Therefore, this chapter opens with a brief discussion of the evolution of the
national music education standards, how they relate to the Nebraska state fine arts
standards, and how the theoretical model for this study takes its foundation from the
National Opportunity to Learn Standards (2020). Next, the challenges, rewards, and
characteristics beneficial to educators in each underserved context, given the information
available, are presented. Music education at reservation schools in America remains
largely unexplored, so the section on Indigenous Education considers the broader
perspective of historical education initiatives and executive orders, and the potential for
improving the policies and structures of education for Indigenous students both on and
off reservations.
A brief comparison of culturally relevant educational design to the process of
educational decolonization segues into an explanation of culturally responsive pedagogy.
The concept of culturally responsive pedagogy (alternately referred to in studies as
culturally responsive education, culturally responsive schooling, and, in the case of
McCarty and Lee’s 2014 study, culturally revitalizing pedagogy and culturally sustaining
pedagogy) is not explicitly present in the theoretical model, but the research on the
qualities of effective teachers in each of the underserved areas is replete with examples
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of, or in the case of Indigenous education, direct references to, the crucial acceptance of
its philosophy. Finally, one particular facet of school climate is addressed: retention and
attrition trends for American educators in underserved districts.
National and Nebraska State Standards for Music Education
The 2014 Revised Core Music Standards
In 1994, the National Association for Music Education (NAfME) devised a set of
nine content National Standards for Music Education, which provided school music
programs throughout the United States a standardized framework for assessing student
achievement in music. The nine content standards focused on musical activities and
terminal goals, such as improvisation and performance of a variety of repertoire (Save
The Music Foundation, 2021).
The 2014 Revised Core Music Standards transformed these national music
standards, shifting the focus from the musical product to a set of artistic processes: create,
perform, respond, and connect. These processes are the foundation of the anchor
standards, which provide specific benchmarks to achieve each step of the process. The
four overarching concepts are the basis for every core music strand, including PK-8
General Music, Composition/Theory, Music Technology, Guitar/Keyboard/Harmonizing
Instruments, and Ensembles (NAfME, 2014). The common anchor standards contained in
each of these strands offer a step-by-step process to accomplish in-depth musical learning
in the realms of creativity, performance, response, and connection. For example, the
“Creating” process for the PK-8 General Music strand includes common anchor
standards for Imagine; Plan and Make; Evaluate and Refine; and Present. Within those
common anchor standards are musical goals that become increasingly advanced and
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detailed as students progress in age and ability. Notably, the common anchor standards
do not specify any curricular resources or impose any limitations on the musical content
to be crafted or studied. Their purpose is to provide a method for achieving the four allencompassing artistic processes.
The National Opportunity to Learn Standards
The National Opportunity to Learn Standards (OTL) were developed by NAfME
in 2015 to “identify the resources that need to be in place so that teachers, schools, and
school districts can give students a meaningful chance to achieve at the levels spelled out
in the 2014 [Revised Core] Music Standards” (NAfME, 2020, p. 1). These OTL
Standards were then revised in 2020. These standards offer guidance on the
Curriculum and Scheduling, Staffing, Materials and Equipment, and Facilities necessary
to provide all students “the opportunity to achieve music literacy” (p. 2). The OTL
Standards include parameters for “Basic” and “Quality” music programs across all grade
levels, as well as strand-specific guidelines.
This study utilizes the OTL Standards as a tool for determining the readiness of
small Nebraska schools to offer an enriching music education. Quality music education
entails the provision to every student of the resources and opportunities necessary to meet
or exceed state and national music standards. For instance, within the PreK-8 General
Music strand, the National Standards’ Common Anchor #4 regarding selection of
repertoire asks fifth grade students to “Demonstrate and explain how the selection of
music to perform is influenced by personal interest, knowledge, and context, as well as
their personal and others’ technical skill” (NAfME, 2014). Lack of access to a broad
variety of music for performance greatly limits student musicians’ ability to select
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repertoire that resonates with them personally, and is pedagogically appropriate for their
skill level. The OTL Standards describe in detail the materials and supports needed to
meet the state and national standards, thereby cultivating a quality music education for all
students.
The Nebraska Fine Arts Standards
Nebraska’s K-12 Fine Arts Standards were based on the 2014 Core Music
Standards, and were finalized in the same year. Like the national standards, Nebraska’s
state standards for music are comprised of core artistic processes undergirded by anchor
standards that guide musicians through each process. Unlike the national standards, the
state standards are delineated by grade bands (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12), rather than by
single grades or separate strands for different courses. The K-12 Fine Arts Standards also
include anchor standards for Media Arts, Visual Arts, Dance, and Theater. Additionally,
the Connect anchor standard is embedded into each of the three artistic processes—
Create, Perform, and Respond (Nebraska Department of Education, 2014).
While Nebraska’s music standards do not feature a supporting document such as
the OTL Standards, the profound connection and similarity between the state standards
and the 2014 Core Music Standards enables the OTL Standards to be utilized for the
purposes of this study. The OTL Standards serve as national implementation guidelines
for a quality standards-based music education, and Nebraska’s standards are rooted in the
same processes and assessments as the national standards. Therefore, the OTL Standards
were employed as a measure of the ability of Nebraska school music programs to afford
students a quality music education based on data gleaned from the “Opportunity to Learn
Standards for Music Education” Survey.
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Urban Music Education
Challenges for Urban Educators
As was mentioned in the problem segment, a considerable number of studies
relevant to urban education exist (Chester & Beaudin, 1996; Fitzpatrick, 2011; Katsarou,
Picower, & Stovall, 2010; McCullough & Ryan, 2014; Salvador & Allegood, 2014;
Voltz, 1998; Waxman & Padron, 1995), many of which delineate the issues facing
students and staff in urban settings. Waxman and Padron (1995) discussed “at-risk
factors,” or “educational disadvantages,” which students in urban settings may face, such
as living in a single-parent household, having a sibling who dropped out of school, or
being alone at home for three or more hours after school (Waxman & Padron, 1995, p.
45). At the time of this study, the percentage of students considered educationally
disadvantaged was on the rise, as was the level of risk experienced.
Other studies point to shortages of qualified teachers in urban settings (Gardner,
2010; Hunt, 2009; Ingersoll, 2001; Jacob, 2007; Renfro, 2003). It is theorized that
because the majority of American educators are White, middle-class people who were
educated in stable suburban districts, they are not adequately prepared for the contextspecific challenges of urban music education (Doyle, 2012; Renfro, 2003). Additionally,
given the choice, most teachers gravitate toward districts that bear similarities to their
own formative schooling (Jacob, 2007), meaning that suburban districts are less likely to
experience shortages of qualified teachers than urban, rural, and reservation districts
(Truscott & Truscott, 2005). In response to this trend, researchers recommend revitalizing
hiring practices to ensure dismissal of less-qualified and retention of highly qualified
teachers (Jacob, 2007), as well as focusing on bringing in more applicants of color
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(Renfro, 2003), and offering urban preservice experiences (Carter Andrews, 2009; Doyle,
2012; Fiese & DeCarbo, 1995; Shaw, 2015). If the demographics of practicing teachers
become heterogeneous, the likelihood of increasing applicant pools for underserved
districts will rise.
Characteristics of Successful Urban Music Educators
Various interviews with practicing urban educators assert that teaching in an
urban context requires specific skills and circumstances for success, beyond proficiency
in one’s subject matter. According to Talbert-Johnson in “Preparing highly qualified
teacher candidates for urban schools” (2006), “If teachers are to become highly qualified
in urban schools, they must possess not only the content knowledge but also the affective
characteristics that enhance their effectiveness in the classroom” (p, 152). Such
characteristics include listening and responding to the needs and wishes of students
(Mixon, 2005; Talbert-Johnson, 2006) and offering choice (Anderson & Denson, 2015;
Wilcox, 2004)—admirable qualities in any teacher, but imperative for music educators
wishing to recruit and retain musicians. A common theme is the imperative element of
support from staff in the form of mentorship and camaraderie, administration in the form
of advocacy for the program and attention to instruction, and the community in the form
of generalized support of the arts (Chester & Beaudin, 1996; Hinckley, 1995; Fiese &
DeCarbo, 1995; Singer, Murphy, & Singer, 1998; Renfro, 2003; Wilcox, 2004). Finally,
to better prepare prospective educators for the specific issues facing urban school
systems, firsthand experience with urban music programs during teacher training is
encouraged (Anderson & Denson, 2015; Baker, 2012; DiBara, 2007; Doyle, 2012).
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Many music educators were taught in their preservice education programs to be
consummate professionals, because teachers are held to a high moral standard, and
because it is imperative to set a good example for students. This duty can lead educators
to maintain emotional distance from their students, projecting the attitude that students do
not need to like them, they just need to respect and learn from them. While educators
must ensure that their relationship with students is one of mentorship rather than
friendship, educators in urban contexts must be prepared to develop closer interpersonal
relationships with their students, and hopefully with guardians and the community at
large, to make a greater educational impact.
According to Anderson and Denson (2015), who synthesized the articles
regarding urban and inner-city music teacher preparation in Music Educators Journal
from 1970 until 2013, “Music teachers who aspire to teach in the city should be required
to develop in-depth cultural, sociological, and psychological understanding of the
students they will be teaching” (Anderson & Denson, 2015, p. 39). Due to the frequent
cultural and economic disparities between practicing educators and their clientele in
urban settings, it is imperative that music educators take the time to get to personally
know each of their students. Of course, successful educators have an understanding of
their students’ academic capacities, strengths, and areas for growth, and differentiate their
instruction according to the abilities and needs of their students. However, to offer a vital
music education befitting a diverse student population, teachers in urban environments
should also be aware of their students’ cultural backgrounds and musical interests, and
incorporate music that students enjoy into the curriculum whenever reasonably possible.
This act of musical representation “bridge[s] the gap between student musical practices
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outside of school and in [the] classroom” (p. 38), thereby personalizing, or
differentiating, musical instruction for a variety of learners.
Additionally, when an educator is not an expert in a particular genre, drawing
upon existing community expertise can further establish the teacher as a member of the
community. This endeavor can have a positive impact on recruitment and retention of
students due to parent and community buy-in. Anderson and Denson assured educators
that they need not be an authority on every musical style, and that allowing other musical
experts to provide instruction will benefit all involved, because “your students will
appreciate your honesty and diligence to continue to learn, especially if you are learning
styles that they personally identify with” (p. 39). Bernard (2010) also mentioned the
possibility of bringing visiting artists into the classroom, or planning a trip to a local
institution for the arts, which rural and reservation educators cannot readily do, by virtue
of location.
Benefits for Urban Educators
Although teaching in an urban school system often poses specific challenges,
educators can alleviate some of the stressors associated with urban teaching by
immersing themselves in the cultural context, often relying upon students and community
members as a guide (Shaw, 2015; Wilcox, 2004). Furthermore, urban music educators
point out that their challenges are offset by the rewards of watching their students make
personal and musical progress in school (Fitzpatrick, 2011), and helping students enjoy
unfamiliar musical styles that they may not experience without a music education (Doyle,
2012). Career urban music educators exhibit a fierce dedication to benefiting the lives of
their students (Baker, 2012; Bernard, 2010; DiBara, 2007; Sindberg, 2013).
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Rural Music Education
Characteristics of Successful Rural Educators
On the surface, rurally-based music educators may appear to share little with their
urban counterparts, but they might benefit from the same wisdom regarding success in
the classroom, according to existing rural case studies. National Association for Music
Education staff member Ella Wilcox interviewed rural music educator Stan Johnson, of
Shickley, Nebraska, whose tips for teaching in a rural setting echo the advice of
researchers on successful urban education. Johnson encouraged educators to “[b]e a good
listener. Appreciate the musical potential of all your students . . . Don’t let challenges
overwhelm you . . . Talk to fellow teachers . . . Recharge by attending clinics and
conventions . . . [and] Remember that today’s crises will be your best stories later”
(Wilcox, 2005, p. 30). With descriptors such as “overwhelm” and “crises,” it is clear that
Johnson has dealt with stressors, just as urban music educators have. Similarly, McAnally
(2013) indicated that general music teachers who are attentive to their students’
individual needs will witness greater success, even in the face of poverty.
Challenges for Rural Educators
In the literature, many of the enumerated challenges facing rural educators are
similar to those in urban environments. According to Yang and Fetsch (2007), “Census
data indicate that in comparison to Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), rural areas
have lower median family-household and per-capita incomes, higher poverty rates for
families and individuals, and higher unemployment rates” (p. 1). Lower than average
income and elevated poverty rates mean rural students, like economically marginalized
students in urban districts, have little access to instruments and other resources.
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Therefore, districts must provide what they can in order to strive for a quality, equitable
music education.
Distressingly, school districts situated in contexts of rural poverty are likely to be
underfunded, as Truscott and Truscott (2005) noted: “Some of the most distressed
education systems exist in rural states that are chronically financially depressed, deeply
affected by global economic change, and buffeted by substantial outmigration of talented
young people and families” (p. 126). This unequal distribution of resources begs the
question, how can our nation achieve quality education for students living in underserved
areas? The researchers posit that “targeting funding toward the variables that enhance
school quality at the classroom level could improve educational outcomes in high-need
urban and rural schools.” However, these initiatives are costly, and the districts in need
have low local tax bases (Truscott & Truscott, 2005, p. 128).
Scholar Anita Prest (2013) argued that the majority of preservice music educators
lack context for rural music education because they received urban schooling and urbanbased practica in order to facilitate communication and oversight between university
professors and students. However, many of the urban education studies warn that
potential music educators are unprepared for the challenges endemic to urban settings
because they “come from suburban, upper- to middle-class backgrounds and have likely
experienced strong, traditional school music programs that are classically based” (Doyle,
2012, p. 47; see also Anderson & Denson, 2015; Doyle, 2013; Doyle, 2014; Shaw, 2015;
Talbert-Johnson, 2006).
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Comparison of Rural and Urban Contexts
As mentioned above, the literature highlights both geographically isolated rural
districts and inner-city urban districts as underserved in several comparable ways,
including insufficient funding for curricular materials, instruments, and repairs;
inadequate rehearsal facilities; and scheduling issues (Fitzpatrick, 2011; Hunt, 2009;
Isbell, 2005; Mixon, 2005; Prest, 2013; Truscott & Truscott, 2005). The latter problem
manifests in different ways in urban and rural districts. Urban music educators may
contend with their courses being scheduled opposite required classes or other music
classes (Spohn, 2008); potential musicians being unavailable to participate due to
supplementary courses, extracurricular familial demands, or absence of transportation
(Bates, 2012; Hoffman, 2013; Renfro, 2003); and lack of feeder programs at the
elementary level (Mixon, 2005). Rural music educators, on the other hand, may face low
enrollment that necessitates creative instrumentation and repertoire arrangements (Bates,
2010); decimated program numbers due to previous staff turnover (Isbell, 2005); and
demanding schedules due to positions that span large grade ranges, and may require one
to teach additional subjects or serve in leadership positions for the school or district
(Bates, 2010).
Benefits for Urban and Rural Educators
Bates argued that the smaller ensembles that are likely to form in rural school
settings offer a more sustainable model for music education than the traditional bands and
orchestras of the dominant suburban setting (Bates, 2013). He emphasized the social
interplay between musicians in small ensembles, which “foster more interdependence
between musicians. Contrast the large, director centered, ensemble with a bluegrass band.
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In the former, a large group of individuals follow the directions of a conductor and, in the
latter, a group of musicians play together collaboratively and without formal direction”
(Bates, 2013, p. 36-37). Bates’ defense of small ensembles resonates with the philosophy
of inclusive education, in which music educators strive to provide authentic musical
experiences for all students, rather than focusing on the competitive aspects of music
performance that exclude student musicians on the basis of instrumentation, voice part, or
ability. This philosophy, combined with the attitude that one must work with the
resources at one’s disposal when cultivating a program, can promote recruitment and
retention of student musicians. Furthermore, the small ensemble format is appropriate in
urban as well as rural environments. Availability of resources, enrollment numbers, and
student interests are all arguments in favor of teaching through small ensembles in urban
and rural settings. Bates’ assertion that the dominant ensemble model is neither superior
nor entirely appropriate in some musical settings provides an interesting counterpoint to
decades of the one-size-fits-most model of large, Western ensemble-based music
education.
In addition to the professional autonomy often afforded in rural districts (Bates,
2010), music educators cited feelings of connection within a close-knit community as one
of the rewards of the rural setting (Bates, 2013). Small-town American culture differs
from suburban and urban environments, and educators who migrate to rural areas must
contend with this stark contrast and determine their place in the community. “They might
choose to live in slightly larger communities (if they exist) within driving distance of the
rural school where they are employed so that they have more access to goods and
services,” Prest (2013) explained, “or they may find a home in the rural community
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where they are employed because of the unique amenities that that specific community
offers (outdoor activities, affordable lifestyle, etc.)” (p. 5). The “unique amenities”
specified above illustrate the allure of rural environments for some people: while goods
and services may be sparse, the small-town lifestyle and the geographical context of rural
spaces provide a palpable sense of place (Corbett, 2009) to one’s chosen home.
Characteristics of Successful Rural and Urban Music Educators
In her 2009 study, Catherine Hunt interviewed nine teachers, administrators, and
parents from rural and urban districts to compare and contrast their perspectives on music
education within their given environments. She identified a number of similarities
regarding the need for recruitment and retention of educators, adequate preservice
preparation for the unique challenges of these underserved areas, and an understanding of
the community context surrounding the school. Hunt revealed, “Urban stakeholders
identified that a teacher should use community awareness to develop programs that
directly support students’ values and diverse needs. All participants addressed the need
for music teachers to understand the cultures and issues in the community that affect
students’ attitudes toward teachers and programs” (p. 39). Music educators who step into
a non-suburban district expecting a thriving example of large, stable ensembles and
plentiful resources will quickly find that underserved programs do not resemble this
model. By immersing oneself in the cultural context of the district, one will better meet
the specific needs of the student musicians in that district, and develop professional
relationships that may increase the tenacity and vitality of the music program.
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Indigenous Music Education
Overview
Some of the modern research on Indigenous populations explores the concept of
historical trauma as it pertains to “the impact of colonization, cultural suppression, and
historical oppression of Indigenous peoples in North America” (Kirmayer, Gone, &
Moses, 2014, p. 299; see also Heart & Horse, 2000, for information on the historical
trauma of the Lakota). The researcher herein acknowledges the persistent, systemic
impact of colonization on the Indigenous groups of North America, which influences
many aspects of life, including education. However, the rich body of research on
colonization and historical trauma are outside the scope of this study, which seeks to
determine whether there are any statistically significant differences in Nebraska music
students’ opportunities to receive a quality music education in rural, urban, and
reservation settings. Furthermore, as a non-Indigenous educator, the researcher does not
wish to speak on behalf of a population with whom she shares no lived experience.
Therefore, this section includes some brief background information on recent educational
initiatives pertaining to Indigenous students; explores the qualities that contribute to
success for educators who work with Indigenous students and/or in tribal settings; and
highlights the theme of advocacy for local control of Indigenous education within the
literature.
Background of Indigenous Educational Initiatives in America
Castagno and Brayboy, in their 2008 review of the literature, outlined the
interplay between sovereign nations and the United States federal government pertaining
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to the culturally responsive schooling (or lack thereof) of Native American students in the
latter half of the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries:
In the 1960s and 1970s, tribal nations and urban Indian communities increased
pressure on the federal government to facilitate educational change and greater
tribal control over the education of Indigenous youth. These efforts led to a
number of important pieces of legislation and federal investigations related to
Indigenous education and, specifically, the role of tribal languages and cultures in
schools serving Indigenous youth. (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008, p. 945)
The federal response to the desire for greater tribal autonomy in education was initially
promising, utilizing data-filled reports on Indigenous education and the lack of languageand culture-driven curriculum therein as a call to action. Funding was provided for the
creation of language programs and recruitment of Indigenous educators, and the Indian
Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975 contributed to the founding of
tribally-controlled education programs (Demmert & Towner, 2003).
The 1990s witnessed another sequence of federal legislation and reports regarding
Indigenous students. The Native American Languages Act of 1990/1992 “formalized the
importance of the federal government’s role in preserving, protecting, and promoting the
rights and freedoms of tribal language use and preservation” (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008,
p. 945). In 1991, the U. S. Department of Education published the report, “Indian Nations
at Risk: An Educational Strategy for Action Final Report.” President Clinton’s 1998
Executive Order 13096 focused on the educational practices used with Indigenous
students, the role of language and culture in the evolution of scholastic strategies, and the
support of tribal governments’ educational initiatives and revitalization of cultural
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traditions (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008). A later executive order that became law in 2004
excluded the final goal, replacing it with the objective of seeing Indigenous students meet
the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act, which was met with discontent:
This is a significant change and highlights our concern—and that of many
Indigenous communities—that schools are moving further away from providing
an effective, high-quality, and culturally responsive education to Indigenous
youth. We agree with Inupiaq scholar Leona Okakok’s (1989) insightful
commentary. She writes, “To me, educating a child means equipping him or her
with the capability to succeed in the world he or she will live in” (p. 253). She
continues by making a powerful (and political) statement that “education is more
than book learning, it is also value-learning” (p. 254). Indeed, to equip a child
with the capability to exist in the world requires value judgments about what that
child needs to succeed. The values, ideas, and priorities embedded in NCLB are
not necessarily shared within tribal nations and Indigenous communities.
(Castagno & Brayboy, 2008, p. 946)
Indigenous students are expected to simultaneously navigate the dominant national
culture and their specific cultural heritage, and must forge a personal identity from these
often conflicting perspectives. The skills that Indigenous children need to succeed within
their personal, familial, tribal, and national contexts, as well as the best strategies for
attaining these skills, have long been the source of debate. In 2022, all four of Nebraska’s
reservation schools are public schools subject to state and federal regulations, and these
districts are as yet bereft of any culturally-based curricular resources.
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Importance of Administrative Support
While ample research studies, surveys, and interviews provide insight into the
challenges and rewards inherent in teaching music in an urban context, and a growing
number of case studies illuminate the benefits and issues of music education in rural
localities, there is still a dearth of literature regarding the typical conditions of music
education in tribal areas, especially at reservation schools. Stryker’s 2016 school and
staffing survey emphasized the significance of administrative support to teacher job
attitudes, which mirrors the findings of urban and rural studies: “administrative support is
highly associated with each of the teacher job attitudes: organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, and pay satisfaction” (Stryker, 2016, p. iii-iv). He explained that levels of
perceived job satisfaction were higher for educators at tribally controlled schools than at
public schools whose demographics have relatively high enrollments of Indigenous
students. Additionally, educators situated at Bureau of Indian Education schools reported
significantly greater satisfaction with their salaries than educators at tribally controlled
schools (Stryker, 2016).
Curriculum Development and Indigenous Culture
In contrast to the lack of resources for music educators in Indigenous contexts, the
literature encompasses a multitude of studies detailing the history of the relationship
between sovereign nations and the American education system, and ideas for how to
improve academic outcomes for Native American students. Echoing the call for specific
preservice training for urban and rural contexts, researchers have exhorted teacher
training programs to better prepare prospective educators for tribal and reservation
settings (Belgarde, Mitchell, & Arquero, 2002; Castagno & Brayboy, 2008; Yazzie,
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1999). Yazzie (1999) noted the potential disconnection between Indigenous culture and
university settings, and the impact that the absence of exposure to Native American
culture will have on educators who will service Native students:
Many teachers are trained in colleges and universities located at a distance from
reservations and urban communities where Native culture exists. As students of
culture, teachers engage in course work in the humanities, anthropology, religion,
social sciences, math, science, and education, which taken together constitute a
curriculum. This knowledge frames how teachers will view American Indian
students’ learning and lives. Because of this, the discussion on appropriate
curriculum development should examine the ideologies teachers have internalized
during their own schooling and will take with them to schools serving American
Indian children. (p. 95)
Yazzie encouraged institutions of higher learning to examine their coursework that
instructs future educators on how to develop curricula, in order to create a scholastic
environment that does not perpetuate the disconnection between Indigenous culture and
American academics.
Characteristics of Successful Music Educators in Tribal Contexts
Researchers have cited specific attributes that educators should possess to
effectively teach in Indigenous environments. Pewewardy and Hammer (2003) contended
that “Teachers in a multicultural society need to hold an attitude of respect for cultural
differences, know the cultural resources their students bring to class, and be skilled at
tapping students' cultural resources in the teaching-learning process” (p. 5). In other
words, they must be culturally responsive, a pedagogy or philosophy discussed in greater
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detail below. Lee and Quijada Cerecer (2010) drew from two studies detailing Navajo
and Pueblo students’ thoughts on what educators can do to foster culturally responsive
environments. “Students voiced an interest in forming stronger and closer relationships
with the teachers and other adults. Students wished adults would talk to them and get to
know them as a method of building community” (p. 205). The notion that successful
teachers form specific and positive interpersonal bonds with their students is consistent
across the contexts of urban, rural, and Indigenous education. Yazzie (1999) cited the
affective qualities of quality educators in tribal contexts as being “informal, . . . caring
and warm, [willing to] give up authority,” and outwardly respectful of students (p. 95).
The Call for Local Control of Educational Policy
Finally, the literature surrounding Indigenous education in America heavily
emphasizes the “fundamental role of tribal sovereignty in Native American schooling”
(McCarty & Lee, 2014, p. 101), and the potential for local control of schools and
involvement in curricular development to enhance academic outcomes for Indigenous
students in any scholastic situation (Faircloth, 2009; Lomawaima & McCarty, 2002;
Pewewardy & Hammer, 2003). As Faircloth (2009) elucidated:
A return to local control of education will not ensure that all Native youth will be
academically successful nor does it ensure that they will remain in their
communities of origin. However, it does provide a vehicle by which children and
youth have the social, cultural, and economic capital necessary to be successful
wherever they choose to reside—both in the physical and philosophical sense. (p.
5)
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Indigenous students are present in every academic context, from reservation schools, to
isolated rural schools, to suburban districts, to urban environments. Locally developed,
culturally responsive educational policies that resonate with students are imperative for
Indigenous students to get the best educational opportunities possible.
Faircloth (2009) examined local control of Indigenous education as a means of
empowerment to “define the purpose and direction of education” (p. 3), thereby
decolonizing educational systems for current and future generations of Native American
students. She defined decolonizing as “facilitating children and youth’s ability to attain
and maintain social, economic, and cultural capital within both the local/tribal and global
communities” (p. 3), as opposed to the colonization of education, which results in the
diminution of vital capital within the local and global communities. The American
education system has historically been weaponized against Indigenous people. Even
today, some educators consciously or unconsciously view students of color from a deficit
perspective, placing limits on their potential (Benedict, 2006). In light of this growing
body of research, including the popularization of culturally responsive pedagogy, the
decolonization of curricula and educational systems is urgently necessary.
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
Definitions of Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
The anecdote that opens Belgarde et al.’s 2002 article features a meeting between
Pueblo community leaders and local school personnel, who have gathered to determine
how the school and community can become more united:
During the conversation, a Pueblo leader leaned forward and passionately
exhorted to the school personnel, “Do not teach our children our culture. Use our

38
culture to teach them.” His poignant charge to mainstream professional educators
captures the historic tension that still exists today between schools and American
Indian communities. Teacher educators who prepare teachers for American Indian
populations must advocate and deliver culturally responsive programs that fully
integrate Native cultural and community beliefs, and values and practices into the
construction of academic curriculum in order to bridge a gap that has effectively
marginalized Native students for at least a century. (Belgarde et al., 2002, p. 42)
The charge to “use [their] culture to teach them” is, broadly, a workable definition of
culturally responsive pedagogy, which has been touched on in each of the sections above,
and is explored in greater detail below.
Researcher Geneva Gay has written much about culturally responsive pedagogy.
In her 2013 research study, Gay referred to her previous work in describing the
philosophy of culturally responsive teaching:
I define culturally responsive teaching as “using the cultural knowledge, prior
experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse
students to make learning encounters more relevant to and effective for them”
(Gay, 2010c, p. 31). It is a means for improving achievement by teaching diverse
students through their own cultural filters. (Gay, 2013, p. 49-50)
Recent literature on multicultural education abounds with the term “culturally responsive
teaching” (Gay, 2000, 2013; Kindall-Smith, McKoy, & Mills, 2011; Shaw, 2012;
Waxman et al., 1995), but while one might surmise that this pedagogy befits classrooms
comprised of enrollment from a broad variety of ethnic backgrounds, a significant
number of studies related to Native education boast the term (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008;
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Lee & Quijada Cerece, 2010; López, Heilig, & Schram, 2013; Rogers & Haime, 2010).
Two reasons for the emphasis on culturally responsive teaching at tribal or reservation
schools are obvious. First, as mentioned earlier, the majority of American educators, even
at reservation schools, are non-Native. These educators must therefore learn about and
respond to the cultural mores of their charges to develop relationships with their students
and approach curriculum with empathy for their individual perspectives. Second, even
if—and, indeed, perhaps especially if—the instructor at a reservation school is Native,
the cultural context of the school should influence the content and delivery of the
curriculum to help students make the strongest mental connections for long-term
learning.
Culturally Responsive Content in the Music Classroom
Kindall-Smith et al. (2011) and Shaw (2012) advocated for culturally responsive
pedagogy that engages with cultures represented in the classroom and cultures that are
absent from the classroom. Shaw explained that culturally responsive educators “seek to
deepen students’ understanding of, appreciation for, and value of cultures other than their
own. In an ethnically and racially mixed classroom, each musical experience might
simultaneously validate some students’ cultures while broadening others’ cultural
horizons” (Shaw, 2012, p. 77). For example, in a homogeneously Isanti Dakota music
classroom, culturally responsive pedagogy may manifest as rehearsing a round dance
song, an intertribal, or a hand game song of an ensemble’s choice. The educator must be
aware that these traditional pieces are allowed to be performed outside of their specific
cultural contexts as long as no women touch the sacred drum, if one accompanies the
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song. If the educator is not Isanti, he or she will invite the Dakota musicians to share their
expertise to the degree that they feel comfortable.
On the other hand, culturally responsive pedagogy may manifest in that same
classroom as a study of the old Irish folk tune “The Belle of Belfast.” When the
musicians explore the cultural and historical context of the tune, anyone who represents
that culture can choose to share their knowledge or perspective. If no one in the room
represents the culture, or feels comfortable claiming any authority on cultural matters,
this presents an opportunity for research: Does anyone have a family member or friend
who would be willing to share their knowledge of the piece or its cultural context? What
information is available in the score, or on reputable Web resources? If culturally
responsive pedagogy includes those cultures present and absent from the classroom in a
desire to broaden musical horizons, then educators and students should seek to
contextualize their repertoire using any resources available, and embracing a mindset of
continuous learning. When the class discusses the typical setting in which the song is
performed, including variations on the lyrics depending upon the location (such as “The
Belle of Dublin City”), they may determine if they can conjure an authentic performance
context for the piece. Culturally responsive education includes the selection of
multicultural repertoire, but delves much deeper into the context of the music to broaden
students’ understanding of their own culture and that of others.
Culturally Responsive Instructional Strategies
Gay (2002) further defined culturally responsive pedagogy as the use of
multicultural instructional strategies. In other words, not just the content of a course but
its methods of delivery can be culturally responsive. Educators are familiar with the
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concept of differentiated instruction for students at different ability levels. Culturally
responsive pedagogy applies that process to the cultures represented in the classroom. Of
course, when employing culturally responsive instructional strategies, as when engaging
in culturally responsive lessons and content, educators must be respectful and approach
the pedagogy in a valid way (Shaw, 2012). This entails having a thorough understanding
of the culture being studied, or being open to learning about it from experts in the
classroom.
For example, when seeking research on Native American music education and
reservation music education, the researcher encountered an article entitled “Powwow in
the Classroom,” written by Nancy H. Barry and Paula Conlon in 2003. Neither of the
researchers included their cultural background in the article or in biographical
information online, although Conlon has immersed herself in Indigenous musical and
dance events for multiple decades and “incorporated these first-hand experiences into her
teaching, writing, and research presentations” (Paula Conlon, n.d.). Therefore, “Powwow
in the Classroom” provides an example of non-Indigenous music educators utilizing and
sharing the knowledge they have gained, so that practicing music educators may
respectfully and appropriately explore Indigenous music in the classroom. Barry and
Conlon provided some guidelines for teaching Native American music, some of which is
vital and probably not common knowledge, such as “Don’t use sacred or ceremonial
music out of context. If you are unsure of the context, find another example . . . There is
currently an abundance of genuine Native American melodies to choose from. (See the
Suggested Resources for Teaching Native American Music sidebar)” (p. 22). However,
the fact that this article, which was written in the twenty-first century, needed to specify
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that “Not all Native American groups lived in teepees, nor did they all wear fringed
buckskin and eagle-feather war bonnets” (p. 22) speaks to the disconnection between
sovereign nations in America and the dominant White culture. Note that the authors, who
provided some highly useful resources for music educators, also utilized the past tense
when referring to Native Americans—an often unintentional yet all too common
linguistic distancing mechanism.
Researcher Andrea Boyea (1999), on the other hand, suggested that an abundance
of caution is in order when programming Native American music outside of Indigenous
cultural contexts, in part because “tribal traditionalists want to protect sacred customs and
privileged practices” (p. 105). She cited the “deep ambivalence” many Native Americans
feel regarding the dominant culture, including the Western attitudes and philosophies
about the role of music in everyday life, and insisted that “this ambivalence must be
recognized and respected when bringing elements of [Indigenous] culture, such as their
musics, into schools” (p. 105). There is a balance to be found between enthusiastically
launching into multicultural resources without researching context and cultural validity,
and fearfully eschewing any genre or culture that feels unfamiliar. Within that balance,
music educators can provide culturally valid, validating, and responsive experiences that
will deepen their students’ understanding of themselves, promote knowledge and
empathy of others, and contribute to a rich and varied classroom music education.
Retention and Attrition of Music Educators
Overview
Researchers have uncovered a variety of reasons for staff attrition, including
layoffs and involuntary transfers (Hancock, 2015), job dissatisfaction or desire to pursue
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a different career (Hancock, 2015; Ingersoll, 2001), teaching closer to home (Hancock,
2015; Jacob, 2007), lack of support (Ingersoll, 2001; Renfro, 2003), student
demographics including achievement (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 1999), and salary
concerns (Darling-Hammond, 2003; Hancock, 2015). This section expounds specific
scenarios that might promote retention and attrition within urban and rural districts, with
particular emphasis on isolation versus connection, support versus lack of support, and
balance versus burnout.
The Positive Impact of Support
As mentioned above, the need for administrative and community support for
urban music teachers and their programs is a recurring theme in the literature. Many
researchers have surveyed and interviewed urban educators, and their advice for potential
teachers is unequivocally to ingratiate themselves to the community in order to garner
local support, as well as to make positive connections with staff and administration to
build or maintain their music programs. In 2004, Ella Wilcox published an article
focusing on Washington, D.C.-based elementary music teacher Claudine Nash, whose
tips for new teachers in urban districts highlight the importance of relationships within
the school and community:
Develop and maintain a great relationship with your principal, administration,
faculty, and especially the custodial staff . . . Get to know the environment in
which you're teaching. This will give you a better understanding of the children
placed in your charge . . . Attend community meetings, serve on special projects if
asked. By doing this, your students will know and appreciate that you care about
them and what is happening around them. (Wilcox, 2004, p. 73)
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Nash’s advice to participate in community events outside of contract time, while
exceeding the scope of a music educator’s duties, is not uncommon for educators in
underserved areas. The researcher was encouraged by mentors in her reservation district
to attend school board meetings, community events, and extracurricular activities so that
students would sense her investment in the district and community members would
become familiar with her. While immersing oneself in the broader community context
can cultivate positive professional relationships, it is a process that takes time outside of
the workday, in addition to the extracurricular activities commonly expected of music
educators.
Balancing Work and Personal Life
Wilcox’s interview of Shickley-based Stan Johnson portrayed a devoted rural
music teacher whose extracurricular work included private lessons, planning, and
administrative tasks as Nebraska’s state chairman for Class D All-State Band. While it is
not unusual for educators to spend some time outside the contract day planning, grading,
and preparing to teach, Johnson’s work tended to extend into the late evening:
When all of this is wrapped up, Johnson often will “go home for an hour, and then
it’s back again to work with students after they’ve finished athletic practices.
Often, I bring pizza or sandwiches for them, since they haven’t gone home to eat.
I may be at school until 9 p.m. or later.” Sometimes, it doesn’t end there: “I have
many students that make audition tapes for honor bands and choirs each year, and
we do this at night at school or in our living room.” (Wilcox, 2005, p. 29-30)
Johnson’s evening schedule was atypically long, and he graciously volunteered many
hours on behalf of his students, but the implication for music educators in underserved
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areas is clear: If you are the only music educator in your school or your district, the
breadth and success of the program rests on your shoulders, with little to no assistance.
You may be called upon to write arrangements for specific instrumentations or voice
parts; facilitate musicals, pep bands, or extracurricular course offerings; enact simple
instrument repairs to preserve the budget; write choreography or drill; or any number of
other tasks that are within the realm of music education, but can lead to exhaustion and
burnout if staffing and resources are insufficient.
The Negative Impact of Perceived Isolation
On the administrative side of relationship-building, in her article, “The Urban
Teacher Struggle,” Lisa Renfro quoted Willa Dunleavy, a former music supervisor in
Fort Worth who insists that strong administrative support is crucial for the success of
urban music programs:
The main problem in urban districts is having administrators from top to bottom
who value the arts and will work diligently for the children to have a wellbalanced curriculum . . . The district has to value and want a strong music
education program, and then you can get the teachers. But if that support isn’t
there, they don’t stay long. (Renfro, 2003, p. 38-39)
Given the historical likelihood that district budget cuts will target arts programs in
schools, preservice music educators are coached on advocacy methods, and practicing
educators benefit from professional organizations that provide advocacy resources and
strategies. However, school and district leadership must be receptive to the needs of
music educators and supportive of their program-building efforts if they wish to retain
qualified educators. Music teachers who lack the support and resources of other districts
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can feel a sense of discontentment and may not remain in the district, as Donna Wiggins
of Winston-Salem State University has witnessed:
Wiggins . . . said that teachers of urban or “high-priority” schools (a more specific
term that Wiggins prefers) experienced a sense of isolation from the larger teacher
community and from the upper administration. “There’s an exile factor in that
those teachers are very much aware of the resources and special programs going
on in schools that don’t have the academic challenges that they have . . . This
leads to frustration and a sense of isolation.” And these feelings lead, in many
districts, to high turnover rates . . . High teacher turnover rates cause many
students . . . to quit music. (Renfro, 2003, p. 39-40)
The isolation of urban music educators may not be geographical, as it is for many rural
and reservation music educators—reservations being locations of literal exile for
Indigenous groups who were displaced from their homes—but the feeling that one’s
circumstances differ profoundly from the dominant suburban culture of established,
successful music programs can be lonely. If collaboration with other educators is
beneficial for one’s growth, attitude, and success (Chester & Beaudin, 1996; Doyle,
2013), isolated educators in underserved areas must diligently seek opportunities to
collaborate, or they may end up leaving the position.
The Effects of Collaboration and Isolation
Another study that emphasized the value of collaboration and the detrimental
effects of isolation was Laura K. Sindberg’s 2013 case study of seven upper-Midwestern
metropolitan music teachers. Isolation presented itself to these educators in a variety of
forms, such as prescribed and frequent mobility within the district that prevented them
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from becoming acquainted with their colleagues, philosophical differences with other
educators, and lack of support from professional organizations. The educators’ efforts to
collaborate with other teachers in their buildings, as well as with other music educators in
their district through Professional Learning Communities, helped them share their
experiences, support and receive the support of others in their discipline, and engender
support for their programs (Sindberg, 2013).
Although supportive interpersonal relationships can be fulfilling, the
aforementioned demands of the profession can eventually lead to fatigue and attrition
even in very personally rewarding situations. In DiBara’s study, “Responsible to the
Kids: The Goals and Struggles of Urban High School Teachers,” forty teachers at
thriving urban high schools were asked about their responsibilities and efforts amid high
standards and high-stakes testing. According to DiBara,
While relationships with students help sustain teachers’ commitment to very
demanding work, they also take their toll. A veteran science teacher reported,
“When you go home, you take the job with you. If you care, you have to.” A
substantial minority of teachers in the sample have a vision of themselves leaving
teaching because they are uncertain that they can continue to work at their own
high standards for the long term. Nearly half of the teachers mentioned that the
responsibilities of teaching become overwhelming. (2007, p. 24)
At the school labeled “Grant High” for the purpose of this study, at which seven of the
respondents indicated that the demands on teachers at their school were too high, over
half indicated they would be unable to teach at the school for the rest of their career
(DiBara, 2007). This study was not limited to music educators, but the notion of taking
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one’s job home is familiar to teachers in all subject areas. Furthermore, the pressure to
meet district proficiency goals on standardized tests, compounded with school-wide
expectations and one’s own high standards for performance, can lead to a high-stress
work environment that is not sustainable for the length of a career.
The Relationship Between Attrition and Teacher Quality
Rather than focusing on turnover from the perspective of the teacher, Brian A.
Jacob considered the systemic causes and ramifications of teacher attrition and shortages
on urban school systems in his 2007 article, “The challenges of staffing urban schools
with effective teachers.” Jacob posited that because some urban school systems struggle
to recruit and retain teachers, “urban teachers are less highly qualified than their suburban
counterparts with respect to characteristics such as experience, educational background,
and teaching certification” (Jacob, 2007, p. 129). He explained that urban teachers are
not necessarily less effective without these aforementioned qualities, and asserted that
policies designed to increase teacher effectiveness must focus on student achievement,
rather than specific attributes of educators.
Jacob considered the role of supply and demand with regard to urban teacher
shortages, highlighting wages and working conditions as commonly understood supplyside issues. Significantly, he discussed geography as another issue impacting the supply
of teachers to urban environments. The education profession generally relies on a local
labor market, and the majority of practicing teachers nationwide were schooled in
suburban environments. Since educators often migrate toward districts that are
demographically consistent with those of their upbringing, “the high turnover in lowachieving urban schools, particularly among more highly qualified teachers, may thus in
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part reflect a preference for living close to home rather than a desire to avoid lowachieving or minority children” (Jacob, 2007, p. 140).
Summary
A review of the literature confirms that while there are specific contextual
differences in urban, rural, and reservation school districts, these environments harbor
many similar challenges and rewards for educators. Surveyed teachers, parents,
community members, and students from these underserved areas generally agree that
although pedagogical knowledge of one’s subject is important, effective educators exhibit
qualities such as warmth, respect, willingness to listen to and address the needs of
students, and eagerness to forge interpersonal connections with students.
The retention, attrition, and migration of teachers occurs for a variety of reasons,
but underserved urban districts, as well as isolated reservation and rural districts, often
struggle with teacher shortages because the local pool of educators is smaller than in
suburban areas. This is likely due in part to the demographics of practicing educators,
which are overwhelmingly middle- and upper-class and suburban-based, and whom the
data shows are likely to select teaching positions in districts similar to that of their
upbringing.
Especially because the demographic attributes of most educators do not match the
clientele of underserved urban, rural, and reservation school districts, culturally
responsive pedagogy is an important instructional strategy with which educators should
become familiar. Culturally responsive pedagogy provides a framework for exploring
multicultural musical heritage in a respectful and valid manner; and offers students the
opportunity to share their own lived experiences, thereby making relevant connections to
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the material while enriching the learning of other musicians. Finally, research and
writings in the area of culturally responsive pedagogy show that the openness and
inquiry-based lessons that culturally responsive pedagogy necessitates will contribute to
close interpersonal relationships with students, which will increase the success of both
educator and student.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
In order to illuminate the potential issues and favorable circumstances associated
with teaching music in Nebraska’s rural, urban, and reservation communities, the
researcher developed a survey utilizing the National Opportunity to Learn Standards
(National Association for Music Education [NAfME], 2020) and Nierman’s “Survey of
Nebraska School Music Programs” (Nierman, 1998). Questions focused on the
availability, quantity, and perceived quality of curriculum, staffing, scheduling, and
equipment and materials. Additional queries addressed the perceived climate of the
district with regard to such factors as administrative support and enforcement of policies,
student motivation and achievement, and the relationship between the school and
community.
While school climate is not a factor in NAfME’s National Opportunity to Learn
Standards (OTL Standards), it is included in the theoretical model of this study because it
encompasses factors that may be unique to, or more pronounced in, the types of school
music programs surveyed. For example, teachers in smaller, close-knit communities can
form personal relationships with parents and community members that positively impact
their lives (Bates, 2010) and contribute to feelings of belonging (Corbett, 2009). On the
other hand, the community surrounding a reservation school may differ from that of a
predominantly white rural school for a variety of reasons.
The focus of this chapter is on the sample of Nebraska educators surveyed and the
materials developed to investigate the research questions. It includes a discussion of
participants, personnel, materials, procedure, and data analysis.
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Participants
To determine music teacher perceptions and experiences with factors that may
distinguish the contexts of urban, rural, and reservation schools, the “Opportunity to
Learn Standards for Music Education” Survey, hereafter referred to as the OTL Survey,
was emailed to one educator at each of the four reservation schools in Nebraska, to a
stratified random sample of members of the Nebraska Music Education Association who
teach in Class C or D schools, and to a sample of high school music educators working in
schools with higher percentages of economically marginalized students in a metropolitan
Nebraska school district. The rural schools were drawn from a pool of Class C and D
schools as categorized by the Nebraska School Activities Association, with one school
from each of the NSAA’s six geographical districts selected, so that the researcher did
not neglect any region of the state. Rural school selections were limited to Class C and D
designations to offer comparability with the reservation schools in the state, two of which
would be classified as Class C (N = 75-150) by high school population, and two of which
are labeled Class D (N = 0-74) by high school population (NSAA, 2021). Standardizing
the size of the rural and reservation districts highlighted the similarities and differences
between their respective music programs.
Nebraska is a largely rural state, with clusters of small towns and villages
scattered across its expanse; but it encompasses two urban centers, Lincoln and Omaha,
which are situated in the southeast region within fifty miles of one another. Some schools
in these metropolitan districts primarily service affluent clientele, while others have a
higher percentage of economically marginalized students. This survey study was
designed to ascertain the viewpoints of the music educators at the latter schools, which
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are Nebraska’s best approximation of the nation’s underserved urban schools that are
featured prominently in academic research. Due to restriction of access to one of the two
large urban districts (Class AA schools) in Nebraska, purposive sampling was used to
select music educators from schools with high socioeconomic diversity in the urban
district whose IRB officials allowed its teachers to participate in the study.
In the state of Nebraska, some public school teachers are itinerant, and must travel
between schools or even different districts; some are specialized, focusing on elementary,
middle school, high school, or some combination thereof; and some teach PreK-12 or K12 music classes in one or more buildings in a district. By virtue of enrollment and
geographical context, some of the full-time music educators who participated in the
survey teach a wide range of grade levels within one or multiple school buildings.
Educators at private schools of comparative enrollment were not surveyed in order to
maintain a focus on the resources and needs of small or underserved public schools.
Because there are four Native American reservation schools in the state of Nebraska, the
survey was offered to the population of music educators at reservation schools in the
state, and to a comparable number of educators teaching in non-reservation urban and
rural schools.
Up to three emails were sent to each sample group, yielding eleven completed
surveys: three reservation schools, three Class C schools, two Class D schools, and three
Class AA schools with high socioeconomic diversity. The desired sample size was
dictated by the number of reservation schools in the state—four schools. Ideally, music
educators from a comparable number of schools from each of the three school categories
would have completed the survey, representing a relatively equal number of schools in
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each of the three school classifications in the study’s framework (urban schools,
reservation schools, and Class C or D rural schools from each of Nebraska’s six
geographic districts). Ultimately, only eleven of fourteen schools were represented in the
study.
Personnel
The OTL Survey was designed by the researcher, a Nebraska music educator and
author of this study, using Qualtrics. The survey utilized NAfME’s OTL Standards
(2020) as well as inquiries into the educators’ perceptions of school climate to ascertain
any statistically significant differences between the music programs of small rural, urban,
and reservation schools in Nebraska. The researcher collected and analyzed the data with
the assistance of a consultant in the Nebraska Evaluation and Research (NEAR) Center,
who provided support with data organization and statistical analyses.
Materials
Survey Construction
The OTL Survey was based on the “Survey of Nebraska School Music
Programs,” developed by Nierman (1998), “which was based on recommendations
concerning the conditions necessary for effective learning found in Opportunity-to-Learn
Standards for Music Instruction (MENC, 1994)” (Nierman, 1998, p. 40). The survey was
comprised of thirty-six questions utilizing a combination of numerical rating scales, selfreport inventories, and checklists, depending upon which format yielded the most
thorough, accurate, and relevant information from particular queries. Figure 2 depicts an
example of a series of questions about school climate, using a numerical rating scale.
Originally, a pure Likert scale format was utilized, but the attitudinal spectrum was
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eventually subdivided with numerical gradations to allow for specific responses and to
facilitate analysis.

Figure 2
Use of Numerical Rating Scale for Survey Questions Regarding School Climate

The five-point numerical rating scale served as the format for most of the survey
questions, because the majority of questions focused on a variety of specific statements
necessitating precise attitudinal responses from participants. For example, two of the
questions in Figure 2 seek information about the school climate with regard to parental
involvement in distinctly different ways. An educator may indicate that most students’
families actively attend music programs, but find that the same community members can
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seldom be reached for personal discussion, or vice versa. Because the climate questions
may seem related, but do not necessarily influence one another, independent numerical
rating scales offered participants the ability to respond precisely, and the researcher the
capacity to compare trends within the array of questions relating to climate, professional
development, and curriculum.
The four curriculum and mentorship questions employed a five-point numerical
rating scale as opposed to a “yes” or “no” checklist because some of the questions, like
those in the curriculum section, sought a specific attitudinal response. For instance, the
question, “My district’s mentorship program contributes to the successful acclimation of
new teachers,” may receive an intense positive or negative response from educators who
have strong opinions about their district’s mentorship policies, while others may not feel
they have the perspective, longevity, or knowledge to speak to the successful acclimation
of staff. On the other hand, while questions such as, “My district utilizes a mentorship
program for new teachers,” may seem definitive, veteran teachers in districts with
changing policies may have witnessed such initiatives come and go over the years.
Most of the staffing questions were formatted as self-report inventories so that
each respondent could provide exact numerical feedback regarding the population of
elementary, middle, and high school students serviced by the school, as well as the
number of full- and part-time music educators. The purpose of these queries was to
illuminate any statistically significant differences in the ratio of teachers to students
among urban, rural, and reservation schools in Nebraska; therefore, it made more sense to
employ self-report inventories than sliding scales to obtain accurate population
information from each participant.
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The “Scheduling” section and the “Equipment and Materials” section were both
framed as a single checklist with three potential responses for each item. Due to the
variety of possible course offerings, as well as the inclination to discover the extent of
extracurricular requirements, it was determined that a checklist would be expedient for
participants and easier to compile than pure self-report inventories. However, several
spaces were included at the end of the scheduling checklist for educators to report courses
they taught that were not listed above.
While the “Scheduling” checklist permitted the responses “during school day,”
“extracurricular,” and “N/A” to attain a detailed understanding of music class schedules
at surveyed schools, the equipment and materials checklist distinguished its categories as
“I have what I need,” “I have some of what I need,” and “I do not have what I need.”
Music educators have divergent philosophies regarding necessary materials for their
music programs, and specific communities often have unique expectations for music
educators to meet. While one teacher may desire or be expected to emphasize and
compete with traditional ensembles, another district may highlight music composition
and technology, or ensembles other than band, choir, and orchestra. The “Equipment and
Materials” checklist served the dual purpose of analyzing the resources available to music
educators, and identifying the resources they felt they needed to successfully maintain or
build a music program.
The OTL Survey was designed to be easily navigable but precise, to gather
attitudinal, numerical, and descriptive information about the musical resources and
overall climate of surveyed schools. The survey is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix
A.
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Face and Content Validity
An assessment of the face and content validity of the survey tool took place prior
to its distribution. Initially, the content to be included in the OTL Survey was confirmed
by an extensive review of the literature. The researcher sought feedback from four music
educators and two teachers of other subjects in the form of a ten-question Face and
Content Validity Survey, reproduced in Appendix B. This assessment tool contained the
following open-ended and Likert scale questions:
1. Please indicate how clear the survey directions are for Section 2: Climate (“For
the questions in this block, either move the slider to select the response that best
represents your view, or enter the correct numerical response.”)
2. Section 2 Directions: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the
previous question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
3. Please indicate how clear the survey directions are for Section 4: Staffing (“For
the following questions, please type a numerical answer, or select the response
that best represents your view.”)
4. Section 4 Directions: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the
previous question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
5. Are the survey items (size, font, spacing, and format) appropriate with regard to
presentation on both a computer screen and a mobile phone?
6. Survey Presentation: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the
previous question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
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7. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the survey statements are succinct
and discernible as statements about access to opportunity to learn standards
(scheduling, climate, curriculum, staffing, and equipment & materials)?
8. Succinct & Discernible: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the
previous question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
9. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the survey items are representative
of items designated by the National Association for Music Education as
opportunity to learn standards? (https://nafme.org/myclassroom/standards/opportunity-to-learn-standards/)
10. Accurate Representation: Please use the box below to describe your rating from
the previous question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
Two of the six surveyed educators, one of whom teaches music and the other of
whom teaches another subject, provided feedback using the Face and Content Validity
assessment tool. Both reviewers gave the survey tool high ratings. The Likert scale
questions were all rated 5 out of 5 stars (M = 5), and the open-ended questions received
generally positive feedback, with a couple of linguistic suggestions and a request to be
able to reply “N/A” on courses that an educator does not teach. Upon collection of
feedback, slight changes were made to the survey tool, including the addition of a “Not
Applicable” (N/A) column in Section 1: Scheduling. The overall structure and content of
the survey was confirmed to be appropriate.
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Procedure
Overview
The survey tool was administered to a stratified random sample of Nebraska
music educators via email in the spring of 2022 to ensure a representative sampling from
urban, rural, and reservation schools. The survey tool was generated using Qualtrics,
which enabled participants to take the survey on any electronic device with an internet
connection. As per the University of Nebraska-Lincoln’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB) policies, confidential survey data was stored securely on the researcher’s work
computer until analysis was complete, and was deleted thereafter.
Securing Institutional Review Board Approval
In order to receive the approval needed to administer the survey from the IRB, the
researcher had to acquire distribution approval from the metropolitan districts from which
she planned to draw a sample. One district provided consent to contact music educators,
and the other rejected the proposal, narrowing the pool of eligible, economically diverse
urban schools from which to draw.
The Institutional Review Board inquired as to whether it would be necessary to
reach out to the tribal council associated with each of the reservation school districts
before disseminating the survey. Initially, each reservation public school’s administration
was contacted to determine their views on the matter; as a result, all four schools granted
permission for the researcher to contact the reservation schools’ music educators directly
with the survey. In Nebraska, all reservation schools are currently public schools, rather
than tribally-controlled Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) schools. Therefore, while tribal
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government entities do interface with the schools about relevant legal procedures, district
policies are determined by local school boards and enforced by school administrators.
Sampling Strategies
The sampling method in this study combined purposive sampling of the
population of reservation schools and socioeconomically diverse urban high schools
available with stratified random sampling of Class C and D rural schools from each
region of the state of Nebraska. When access to one of the two urban districts was denied,
the population of Class AA high schools servicing high percentages of economically
marginalized students decreased to three available schools, each of which was
deliberately surveyed. In contrast, the population of Class C and D schools in Nebraska is
greater than two hundred, and is spread across six geographic districts outlined by the
NSAA. Therefore, to garner a sample size of rural schools that was not markedly
different from that of the reservation and urban samples, while accurately representing
data from across the state, the researcher randomly selected one Class C or D public
school from each of the six districts to survey. Rural schools were selected from a pool of
Class C and D schools in order to maintain the commonality of size with the reservation
schools, each of which qualifies as Class C or D (or equivalent) by the NSAA (2021). It
is because there are no urban schools of equivalent size in the state of Nebraska that the
three socioeconomically diverse Class AA high schools were purposefully surveyed.
Distribution Schedule
Once the research project, including the use of the OTL Survey and the sample to
which the survey was to be given, was approved by the UNL Institutional Review Board
(IRB), the researcher contacted potential participants with an initial IRB-approved email.
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The message briefly outlined the purpose of the study, the voluntary and confidential
nature of participation, the contact information of the researchers and the IRB office, and
the link to the OTL Survey, which could be accessed via any computer or mobile device.
An IRB-approved follow-up email was sent to the selected individuals who did not
respond within ten days, once again outlining the confidentiality clause and providing the
survey link. A final reminder message was sent out to anyone who had yet to respond
within another week, containing the same information. In order to garner a representative
sampling of schools from each category, multiple samples of rural schools from across
the six geographical districts were compiled for distribution. Once the collection window
had passed and an appropriate number of responses had been received, data analysis
began.
Data Analysis
Data analysis procedures varied by the type and format of the survey questions. In
this section, these analysis procedures will be discussed in the order in which the research
questions were presented.
The first research question, regarding which courses are offered and whether or
not they are extracurricular, was structured as a checklist and analyzed using descriptive
statistics to indicate the commonalities and differences in course offerings. The goal was
to determine if there were any significant trends or disparities in types of coursework
offered. For example, do any small or underserved schools have the resources to provide
orchestral ensembles? Do rural and reservation music programs model themselves after
larger suburban districts, primarily teaching through the traditional school ensembles
utilized in most American schools, or do they explore small or nontraditional ensembles?
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Is there evidence of any demographic-specific coursework, such as drum circles, Native
flute lessons, or Mariachi groups? Finally, for how many extracurricular musical
activities are the educators responsible outside of contract time, if any?
Research question two, which asked teachers to rate their school climate based on
factors such as administrative and community support and involvement, was primarily
measured with a series of eighteen five-point numerical rating scales, which were
analyzed using an F-test. These numerical rating scale questions were analyzed as a set,
but for ease of survey navigation, they were grouped into categories as follows: questions
regarding the relationships between students, teachers, administrators, parents/guardians,
and community members; questions regarding enforcement of policy, schoolwide goals
and priorities, and safe work environment; and questions regarding social-emotional
needs, bullying, and any barriers to teaching. Two more numerical rating scale questions
in this section were examined with descriptive statistics. The first asked teachers to report
the overall student achievement level in core classes, employing a five-point numerical
rating scale ranging from 1 (“Far below average”) to 5 (“Far above average”). The
subsequent survey item considered average annual staff turnover, utilizing a three-point
numerical rating scale (less than 10% attrition was designated as low turnover, 10-20%
was designated as medium turnover, and anything over 20% was designated as high
turnover). The final two survey questions in the “Climate” section asked educators to
self-report their number of years of music teaching experience and their number of
scheduled planning minutes per week, thereby offering insight into the amount of
experience of music educators at surveyed schools, and the amount of time available to
plan for their courses. These data were reported using descriptive statistics.
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The third research question focused on educators’ awareness of district guidelines
for curriculum, availability of curricular materials, and presence or absence of a
successful mentorship program for new teachers. As shown in Appendix A, the final two
curricular questions, inquiring about access to music-related professional development,
were placed at the end of the staffing section. Originally, because these questions
considered subject-specific professional development both in and out of the district, they
were placed with other questions regarding staff. Later, it was determined that the
presence or absence of music-specific professional development is more of a curriculum
and resource issue than a staff issue. Therefore, all six curriculum-related numerical
rating scale questions were analyzed together using an F-test.
Research question four, concerning the number of students for whom each teacher
is responsible, was answered by a series of six self-report inventories. After ascertaining
the average number of students per teacher in each school setting, an F-test was applied
to determine the existence of any statistically significant differences in the ratios of
teachers to students.
The final research question, which considered access to materials and equipment
such as instruments and technology, was addressed by a checklist and examined using a
chi-square analysis. Regarding the given equipment and materials outlined in the OTL
Standards (NAfME, 2020), educators reported whether they had what they needed, some
of what they needed, or did not have what they needed. A chi-square analysis was applied
to discover any significant differences in observed and expected frequencies for each of
these categories.
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Summary
This chapter delineated, once again, the objective of research, as well as the
attributes of selected schools to be surveyed, structure of the survey tool, and data
analysis methods utilized in this study. The purpose of the survey was to ascertain the
readiness of the music programs in Nebraska’s underserved schools to provide quality
music education as delineated by the OTL Standards (NAfME, 2020), and to examine
educators’ conceptions of the overall school climate in which they operate. The content
of the survey was based upon the “Survey of Nebraska School Music Programs,”
developed by Nierman (1998), as well as the researcher’s theoretical model of the
elements that contribute to or hinder a quality, standards-based music education that was
grounded in a thorough review of the literature.
Practicing educators studied the survey tool to determine its face and content
validity in preparation for its distribution to the representative sample of Class AA urban,
Class C and D rural, and reservation schools in Nebraska. Multiple samples, each chosen
at random, of teachers at reservation schools and at rural schools within the state’s six
geographical districts were sent the OTL Survey to obtain a representative sample from
each school category. Eleven schools were represented in the data collected. The analysis
of this data to answer the study’s research questions will be presented in the following
chapter.
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Chapter Four: Presentation and Analysis of Data
Introduction
This study sought to ascertain any statistically significant differences in course
offerings, access to curricular resources and professional development, staffing, and
access to quality instruments and equipment. Additionally, educators were asked to rate
the overall climate of their school. To accomplish the purpose of the study, five research
questions were developed:
1. What are the various courses taught in the music program, and are they
extracurricular or part of the school day?
2. How do teachers at urban, rural, and reservation schools rate their school climate
based on such factors as parent/community involvement, administrative support,
student achievement rates, and availability of resources?
3. Do participants have access to curricular resources, mentorship, and professional
development opportunities?
4. Is the number of students per music teacher statistically significantly different in
reservation, non-Native rural, and urban schools?
5. Does the school have access to sufficient quality instruments and technological
equipment to enable all students to participate fully in music instruction?
Chapter Four commences with a presentation of the demographic data. The rest of
the chapter details the results of the research questions.
Demographic Analysis
The size of the sample was dictated by the number of reservation schools in
Nebraska (N = 4). The initial research plan included the sampling of four
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socioeconomically diverse urban schools, four non-Native rural schools of equivalent
size to the reservation schools (Class C or Class D), and the population of reservation
schools. The population of socioeconomically diverse Class AA urban schools in
Nebraska is (N = 10) as classified by the NSAA, and further defined by Title 1
participation or demographics. There are (N = 81) Class C schools and (N = 122) Class D
schools on the NSAA list of music classifications (2021). As discussed in the previous
chapter, the number of available Class AA urban schools was reduced to three, so the
researcher contacted each of those schools to achieve a representative sample and a
comparable number of schools for each of the three categories. The number of Class C
and D schools in Nebraska (N = 203) far outnumbers the population of reservation
schools and the eligible subset of Class AA schools; therefore, it was determined that it
would be appropriate to obtain responses from one Class C or D school in each of the six
geographical districts outlined by the NSAA. This sampling strategy prevented data from
being skewed toward one geographical region of the state where differences were known
to exist.
The anticipated sample size was (N = 13), including three urban, four reservation,
and six rural schools. Multiple random samples of educators from the rural and
reservation categories were sent the “Opportunity to Learn Standards for Music
Education” Survey (OTL Survey) to accrue a representative sample. Eleven surveys were
completed, providing data from three urban, three reservation, and five rural schools.
The only demographic question the respondents were asked was their number of
years of music teaching experience. Because underserved school systems are likelier to
struggle with teacher attrition (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Hanushek, Kain, &

68
Rivkin, 1999; Ingersoll, 2001, 2003; Jacob, 2007; Renfro, 2003), the distribution of new
and experienced teachers was of interest. While longevity in the field is not necessarily
an indicator of longevity within a district, a high frequency of new educators within the
sample would indicate recent turnover or retirement at most of the sampled schools.
Figure 3 represents the distribution of years of music teaching experience.

Figure 3
Distribution of Years of Experience in Music Education
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There were no novice teachers in the sample. The results show that the average number
of years of teaching experience for the respondents was (M = 18.27, SD = 8.64), ranging
from nine years to forty years of experience, with a median of fifteen years of experience.
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Research Question One: Scheduling
Determining the type and breadth of music courses offered, and whether they
occur during or outside the school day, was the function of this research question. The
first item in the OTL Survey was a checklist of potential music courses, which
respondents could acknowledge as either being taught during the school day, as an
extracurricular, or not at all (“N/A”). Four blank spaces were listed at the bottom so that
educators could record any other courses they teach that were not specified. Enumerated
courses included General Music, Choir, Band, Orchestra, Lessons, Nontraditional
Ensembles, Music History, and Music Theory. In the blank spaces, some respondents
listed “World Music, and music composition as part of IB Music” (n = 1); “Music Tech”
(n = 1); “Jazz Band” (n = 2); “Guitar” (n = 1); and “Electronic Composition” (n = 1) as
other music courses taught during the school day. Table 1 represents the frequency of
these course offerings across the full sample of schools, with “Music Tech,” “World
Music/Music Composition,” and “Electronic Composition” combined as “Music
Composition.”
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Table 1
Frequency of Music Course Offerings During the School Day Across School Categories
Music Course

Frequency

% of Respondents

General Music

10

90.9

Choir

9

81.8

Band

10

90.9

Orchestra

3

27.3

Lessons

3

27.3

Non-traditional Ensembles

3

27.3

Music History

3

27.3

Music Theory

2

18.2

Music Composition*

3

27.3

Jazz band

3

27.3

Guitar

1

9.1

*Note. “Music Composition” represents three self-reported courses in this vein: “Music
Tech,” “World Music/Music Composition,” and “Electronic Composition.”
Some music classes were selected by educators in only one of the school
categories, while other courses were selected by several educators across the three school
categories. The type and frequency of music coursework offered during the school day at
the urban, rural, and reservation schools is outlined in Table 2.

71
Table 2
Frequency of Music Course Offerings During the School Day by School Category
Music Course

Urban

Rural

Reservation

Frequency

%

Frequency

%

Frequency

%

General Music

2

66.7

5

100

3

100

Choir

3

100

4

80

2

66.7

Band

3

100

4

80

3

100

Orchestra

3

100

0

0

0

0

Lessons

0

0

2

40

1

33.3

Nontraditional

1

33.3

1

20

1

33.3

Music History

1

33.3

1

20

1

33.3

Music Theory

1

33.3

0

0

1

33.3

Music Composition*

2

66.7

0

0

1

33.3

Jazz Band

3

100

0

0

0

0

Guitar

0

0

1

20

0

0

Ensembles

*Note. “Music Composition” represents three self-reported courses in this vein: “Music
Tech,” “World Music/Music Composition,” and “Electronic Composition.”
The two most common course offerings across the three types of schools were
General Music and Band, which were selected by every school except one. Orchestra and
Jazz Band were only reported by teachers at urban schools, while Guitar was only
reported by one rural school. Courses represented in each school category included
General Music, Choir, Band, Nontraditional Ensembles, and Music History. Lessons
were reportedly taught during the day at certain rural and reservation schools, but not at
any urban schools in this sample.
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All of the extracurricular courses were provided by rural schools, except for one
urban school that offered Nontraditional Ensembles outside the school day. None of the
surveyed reservation schools offered extracurricular music courses. Figure 4 illustrates
the frequency of each extracurricular course, and the category of school represented.

Figure 4
Frequency of Extracurricular Course Offerings in Rural and Urban Schools
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Research Question Two: Climate
Much of the data for the second research question was gathered by asking
respondents to select a number on a series of five-point numerical rating scales (eighteen
consecutive survey items), with 1 corresponding to “Strongly disagree” and 5
corresponding to “Strongly agree.” The first six questions in the “Climate” section
focused on parent, community, and administrator support, with such queries as, “My
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school welcomes visits or active participation from community stakeholders,” and
“School administrators promote the success of all students.” The next six items dealt with
the educators’ perceptions of their work environment, and whether or not the school
prioritized continuous learning for staff and students. Examples of these items included,
“Rules for student behavior are consistently enforced”; “Teachers actively work to create
a safe and welcoming environment for every student”; and “Most students are motivated
to learn.” The subsequent six questions considered concepts such as bullying, the social
and emotional needs of students, and whether non-curricular expectations interfered with
teaching duties. Queries included, “Students respect each other’s differences (for
example, gender, race, culture, orientation, etc.)”; and “Student misbehavior interferes
with teaching.”
Out of the eighteen questions, fourteen were written so that a response of 5
(“Strongly agree”) represented a positive appraisal and 1 (“Strongly disagree”)
represented a negative appraisal. Four of the questions, such as the final example
provided above, were drafted so that a response of 5 indicated a negative climate
appraisal, while a response of 1 was highly positive. Before applying a one-way analysis
of variance (ANOVA) test to this dataset, the responses to those four questions were
reversed so that higher response numbers truly indicated a positive climate appraisal, and
lower numbers represented a negative appraisal. The descriptive statistics for climate are
outlined in Table 3.
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Climate Analysis
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound

School
Type

n

M

SD

SE

Minimum

Maximum

Rural

5

3.777

0.349

0.156

3.344

4.210

3.22

4.17

Urban

3

3.722

0.434

0.251

2.644

4.800

3.44

4.22

Reservation

3

2.880

0.321

0.185

2.083

3.678

2.53

3.17

Total

11

3.518

0.524

0.158

3.165

3.870

2.53

4.22

It is worth noting that the averages for rural and urban schools skewed positive—
above a three on a five-point scale—while the reservation average fell slightly below the
midpoint of the scale. This suggests that, in this sample, rural and urban educators’
feelings regarding school climate generally trended toward the positive. While the
reservation sample had the lowest overall perception of school climate (M = 2.880), the
average was still approaching neutral.
Table 4 provides the summary of the ANOVA used to detect differences in the
perception of climate by teachers at the three school types.

Table 4
ANOVA Summary Table for School Climate Evaluation
SS

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups

1.680

2

0.840

6.287

0.023

Within Groups

1.069

8

0.134

Total

2.750

10
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The results of the ANOVA indicated that a significant difference in perception of
school climate existed among one or more of the school types at the p < .05 level of
confidence. Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test, shown in Table 5, was
employed as a post hoc test to determine where the significant differences were to be
found.

Table 5
Results of Tukey HSD Test for Climate Analysis
95 % Confidence Interval
School Type
Reservation

Rural

Urban

MD

SE

p
0.024

Lower
Bound
-1.6596

Upper
Bound
-0.1338

Rural

-0.89673*

0.26698

Urban

-0.84183

0.29850

0.053

-1.6948

0.0111

Reservation

0.89673*

0.26698

0.024

0.1338

1.6596

Urban

0.05490

0.26698

0.977

-0.7080

0.8178

Reservation

0.84183

0.29850

0.053

-0.0111

1.6948

Rural

-0.05490

0.26698

0.977

-0.8178

0.7080

*p < .05.
The next item in the Climate section asked, “I perceive the overall student
achievement level in core classes to be,” and provided a five-point numerical rating scale
distinguished by the following gradations, with the term average meaning “typical”: 1 =
Far below average, 2 = Below average, 3 = Average, 4 = Above average, and 5 = Far
above average. The descriptive statistics for perceived student achievement are reported
in Table 6.
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Student Achievement in Core Classes by School
Category
Urban (n = 3)

Rural (n = 5)

Reservation (n = 1)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

3.333

0.577

3.6

0.894

2

0

The respondents from rural schools, on average, perceived their students’
achievement in core classes to be the highest out of the three school categories. At 3.6,
the mean was only slightly higher than the urban teachers’ average response, which was
3.333; additionally, the standard deviation at the rural schools was more substantial than
at the urban schools. Only one of the three reservation school teachers responded to this
question, providing an incomplete picture of music teachers’ perceptions of student
achievement in core classes at reservation schools.
The next question was represented by a three-point numerical rating scale, and
stated, “I perceive the annual percentage of staff turnover at my school to be,” with a
response of 1 indicating turnover that is “Low (less than 10%),” a response of 2
indicating “Medium (between 10% and 20%),” and a response of 3 indicating “High
(more than 20%).” The descriptive statistics for perception of annual staff turnover are
outlined in Table 7.
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Level of Annual Staff Turnover by School Category
Urban (n = 3)

Rural (n = 5)

Reservation (n = 3)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

2.333

0.577

1.8

0.837

2.667

0.667

Out of the three school categories, reservation school respondents perceived the
average annual turnover at their schools to be the highest, with a mean of 2.667 on a
three-point scale. This was followed by the urban schools, which averaged 2.333 on a
three-point scale, with a slightly smaller standard deviation than the reservation school
respondents. The rural music educators perceived the lowest average annual turnover of
the three school categories (M = 1.8), with the highest standard deviation (SD = 0.837).
Although the rural schools represented the lowest perceived annual staff turnover, the
average rating was still closer to “Medium” (between 10% and 20% of staff) than “Low.”
The final two items in the Climate section were self-report inventories, analyzed
using descriptive statistics. The former question, regarding years of music teaching
experience, was discussed in the demographics section above. The latter question asked,
“The number of weekly planning minutes in my schedule is,” and permitted respondents
to type their exact number of planning minutes. Respondents across all three categories
reported a (M = 300.682, SD = 149.031) number of planning minutes per week, with a
median score of 300 minutes. The results of this survey item were analyzed using
descriptive statistics, and are reported in Table 8.

78
Table 8
Weekly Planning Minutes by School Category
Urban (n = 3)

Rural (n = 5)

Reservation (n = 3)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

500

0

204

104.127

262.5

64.952

Research Question Three: Curriculum
The third research question, “Do participants have access to curricular resources,
mentorship, and professional development opportunities,” was represented in the OTL
Survey as two sections of five-point numerical rating scales. The first four questions in
this section asked the respondents to assess the state of music curriculum and staff
mentorship at their school, with 1 corresponding to “Strongly disagree,” and 5
corresponding to “Strongly agree.” The final two questions dealt with the presence or
absence of music-specific professional development in the district, and the approval or
denial of music-related professional development activities proposed by the teacher.
These questions also utilized five-point numerical rating scales, with 1 represented by
“Strongly disagree,” and 5 represented by “Strongly agree.” The descriptive statistics for
these curriculum and teacher development questions are presented in Table 9. The data
regarding curricular and teacher development resources were analyzed using a one-way
ANOVA, the results of which are depicted in Table 10.
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Development Analysis

School
Type
Rural

n

M

SD

SE

5

2.467

0.650

0.291

95% Confidence
Interval for Mean
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
1.660
3.274

Urban

3

4.667

0.289

0.167

3.950

Reservation

3

1.944

1.347

0.778

Total

11

2.924

1.361

0.410

Minimum

Maximum

1.33

3.00

5.384

4.50

5.00

-1.402

5.291

0.50

3.17

2.010

3.839

0.50

5.00

Table 10
ANOVA Summary Table for Teacher Development Evaluation
SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Groups
Within Groups

13.035

2

6.518

9.506

0.008

5.485

8

0.686

Total

18.520

10

The Tukey HSD test was applied as a post hoc test to the ANOVA, as shown in
Table 11.
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Table 11
Results of Tukey HSD Test for Teacher Development Analysis
95 % Confidence Interval
School Type
Rural

Urban

Reservation

MD

SE

p
0.016

Lower
Bound
-3.9279

Upper
Bound
-0.4721

Urban

-2.20000*

0.60471

Reservation

0.52222

0.60471

0.677

-1.2057

2.2502

Rural

2.20000*

0.60471

0.016

0.4721

3.9279

Reservation

2.72222*

0.67609

0.009

0.7903

4.6541

Rural

-0.52222

0.60471

0.677

-2.2502

1.2057

Urban

-2.72222*

0.67609

0.009

-4.6541

-0.7903

*p < .05.
Research Question Four: Staffing
Research question four concerned staffing: “Is the number of students per music
teacher statistically significantly different in reservation, non-Native rural, and urban
schools?” The OTL Survey presented six self-report questions regarding enrollment of
elementary, middle school, and high school musicians; number of full-time music
educators at the school; number of part-time music educators at the school; and the
percentage of the respondent’s position dedicated to music education. Table 12 shows the
descriptive statistics for questions regarding staffing.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Student-to-Teacher Ratio Analysis

School
Type
Rural

n

M

SD

SE

5

199.400

99.382

44.445

95% Confidence
Interval for Mean
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
76.001
322.799

Urban

11

108.991

36.895

11.124

84.204

133.778

62.50

137.25

Reservation

4

151.500

55.597

27.798

63.033

239.967

116.00

233.00

Total

20

140.095

69.260

15.487

107.681

172.510

62.50

365.00

Min

Max

97.00

365.00

The number of teachers listed in each school category in Table 12 represents the
number of reported music teachers across the schools in each specific category. For
example, although only three reservation schools provided responses, one of the schools
reported two full-time music educators, for a total of four in the category of reservation
schools. Unsurprisingly, the number of music teachers across the three urban schools was
highest, totaling eleven. When conducting a one-way ANOVA to determine if there was
a statistically significant difference in student-to-teacher ratios, it was assumed that for
schools with multiple music teachers, each educator was responsible for an
approximately equal number of students. Because all of the teachers were listed as fulltime music teachers in these instances, this was considered an acceptable assumption.
The results of the one-way ANOVA to determine differences in student-to-teacher
ratios are illustrated in Table 13. The Tukey HSD analysis is presented in Table 14.
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Table 13
ANOVA Summary Table for Student-to-Teacher Ratio Evaluation
SS

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups

28,747.820

2

14,373.910

3.916

0.040

Within Groups

62,392.919

17

3670.172

Total

91,140.740

19

Table 14
Results of Tukey HSD Test for Student-to-Teacher Ratio Analysis
95 % Confidence Interval
School Type
Reservation

Rural

Urban

MD

SE

p
0.481

Lower
Bound
-152.1551

Upper
Bound
56.3551

Rural

-47.90000

40.63960

Urban

42.50909

35.37223

0.468

-48.2333

133.2515

Reservation

47.90000

40.63960

0.481

-56.3551

152.1551

Urban

90.40909*

32.67547

0.034

6.5848

174.2333

Reservation

-42.50909

35.37223

0.468

-133.2515

48.2333

Rural

-90.40909*

32.67547

0.034

-174.2333

-6.5848

*p < .05.
Research Question Five: Equipment and Materials
Research question five focused on the instruments, technology, and other
equipment and materials available to music educators in the sample. For seventeen
specific items in a checklist, respondents were asked to select, “I have what I need,” “I
have some of what I need,” or “I do not have what I need.” Because many music
programs differ with regard to coursework, grade levels, and scheduling, the questions
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were formatted so that respondents could determine whether the presence or absence of
each checklist item was sufficient for the needs of their programs. For example, some
music educators require access to hardware and software for electronic composition to
provide a quality music education for their students, while others approach the standard
for creation of music differently. Some music educators benefit from choral risers for
performances, while others teach only instrumental music and may have no use for risers.
A chi-square analysis was applied to determine if any significant differences
existed between observed and expected frequencies in each category of access to
resources (“I have what I need,” “I have some of what I need,” and “I do not have what I
need”). The expected frequencies values were computed using the formula (row sum x
column sum) / total, which is a formula commonly used in the chi-square test of
independence contingency table.
The observed frequencies are listed in Table 15.

Table 15
Contingency Table for Teacher Evaluation of Available Resources by School Type
Teacher Resource Score

School Type

Do not have
what I need

Have some of
what I need

Have what I need

Total

Reservation (n = 3)

20

13

18

51

Rural (n = 4)

10

13

45

68

Urban (n = 3)

2

27

22

51

Total

32

53

85

170
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The 3 (school type) X 3 (teacher resource score) cross-tabulation analysis showed
that a significant difference, X2 (4, N = 10) = 35.59, p < .05, existed among the school
types in terms of their assessment of the resources available to them to achieve student
learning outcomes, as reflected in the Nebraska State Fine Arts Standards.
Summary
The data collected for the five research questions by the OTL Survey were
analyzed in a variety of ways. The only demographic information collected was the
number of years of music teaching experience for each respondent, which was analyzed
using descriptive statistics and presented as a bar graph. There were no novice teachers in
this sample, with years of experience ranging from nine to forty years, with a median of
fifteen years of experience. These numbers did not indicate how long the educators from
the sample had worked within their respective districts, or within the categories of urban,
rural, and reservation schools in the state of Nebraska.
Descriptive statistics were employed to examine the results of question one. This
question sought to determine the types of courses taught during and outside the school
day in each of the three school categories. Regarding courses taught during the school
day, General Music and Band were the most frequent responses across the entire sample
(n = 10), followed immediately by Choir (n = 9), with a sharp decline in responses for
every other course category. The least frequent responses (n = 1) included a few selfreported courses, and several enumerated courses received only two or three responses.
Table 2 presented the frequency and percentage of respondents from each school
category who reported teaching specific courses during the day, to reveal the course
breakdown by school category. Some courses were only taught in urban schools from the
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sample (Orchestra, Jazz Band, World Music/Music Composition, and Music Tech), and
Guitar was only taught at one rural school. Aside from specifically listing Electronic
Composition as a course offered during the school day, there were no courses unique to
the reservation schools in the sample. Aside from Orchestra and Guitar, the other music
classes received responses from at least two of the three school categories. Finally, the
responses regarding extracurricular music coursework were presented in Figure 4,
revealing that from this sample of educators, all extracurricular instruction is provided at
rural schools, aside from one instance of Nontraditional Ensembles being offered at an
urban school.
Research question two concerned teachers’ perceptions of their school climate.
The bulk of the data from this question were analyzed using a one-way ANOVA and
Tukey’s HSD post hoc test, which found a significant difference in the perception of
climate between teachers at rural and reservation schools. The rest of the numerical rating
scale and self-report inventory questions utilized to attain climate data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics. Rural music educators’ perception of their students’
achievement in core classes was highest out of the three school categories, followed by
urban music educators. Only one reservation music teacher responded to this question,
providing little comparative information. Teachers in reservation school environments
perceived the highest annual staff turnover rate, followed by urban, then rural. Even the
rural music educators’ perceptions of annual staff turnover averaged near a medium
turnover rate (between 10% and 20% of staff). Finally, urban music educators reported
the most planning time during the school day by far (M = 500, SD = 0). This was
followed by reservation educators’ planning minutes (M = 262.5, SD = 64.952), with the
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least amount of plan time—and the greatest variability within those responses—reported
by rural educators (M = 204, SD = 104.127).
The analysis of research question three examined access to curricular and teacher
development resources. The results of the ANOVA and Tukey’s HSD post hoc tests
revealed that urban music educators have significantly more access to curricular and
teacher development resources than rural or reservation music teachers. There was no
significant difference detected between the access of rural or reservation music educators
to these resources.
Research question four utilized self-report inventories to investigate the staffing
situation in each of these school categories. A one-way ANOVA was applied to
determine whether any significant differences in student-to-teacher ratios existed; rural
music educators were found to be responsible for a significantly larger number of
students (M = 199.4) than urban music educators (M = 108.991). The mean number of
students per teacher at rural schools nearly doubles that of the urban schools, with no
significant difference found between either of these categories and the reservation
schools (M = 151.5).
In analyzing research question five, a chi-square analysis was employed to
discover if teachers had the expected amount of access to the equipment and materials
needed to achieve student learning outcomes, and significant differences were found to
exist. Reservation music educators reported significantly less access to equipment and
material resources than expected, and their assessment that, “I do not have what I need”
represented 62.5% of responses in that category, in contrast to 31.3% rural and 6.3%
urban responses. Rural music educators reported the most access to equipment and
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materials, as indicated by 52.9% of responses in the category, “I have what I need,”
compared with 25.9% urban and 21.2% reservation responses. Urban music educators
reported slightly less than expected access within the “I have what I need” category, but
also selected, “I do not have what I need” less frequently than expected, with responses
of, “I have some of what I need” being higher than expected.
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Chapter Five: Summary, Discussion, and Recommendations
Summary
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the commonalities and differences in
school climate and access to resources among urban, rural, and reservation Nebraska
public school districts to determine their readiness to achieve Nebraska State Music
Standards.
Procedure
The data for this survey were collected via a web-based survey tool, which was
based on the “Survey of Nebraska School Music Programs,” developed by Nierman
(1998). The OTL Survey was sent to a random stratified sample of Nebraska music
educators serving socioeconomically diverse, urban Class AA schools; Class C and D
rural schools; and teachers from the population of reservation schools in the state. The
sample of music educators was asked to report their course offerings and staffing
situation; to offer their perception of school climate, annual staff turnover, and student
achievement; and to evaluate their access to curricular and teacher development
resources, and equipment and materials. The survey tool was generated using Qualtrics,
and was distributed via email.
Design of the Study
This study was quantitative in nature, devised to discover any statistically
significant differences in access to the resources needed to achieve student learning
outcomes for underserved school music programs in urban, rural, and reservation settings
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in the state of Nebraska. Data were analyzed using a combination of F-tests, chi-square
analysis, and descriptive statistics, as presented in Chapter Four.
Results
Research Question One: Scheduling
The first research question considered the variety and frequency of courses taught
during and outside the school day at each of the three school categories. The first section
of the OTL Survey utilized a checklist to obtain data for this question, enumerating eight
potential courses and providing four additional spaces for alternate music course titles.
The results indicated that General Music and Band were taught most frequently across
the sample, in all schools but one, or at 90.9% of schools in this sample. Choir was
reported to be taught at nine of the schools, or 81.8% of this sample, during the day. All
other enumerated and self-reported courses received far fewer responses, with a
minimum of one and a maximum of three.
Trends in the data included the following: All three urban schools offered
Orchestra and Jazz Band, and only the urban schools in this sample offered these courses.
Only one rural school reported teaching Guitar, and none of the urban or reservation
schools reported this course. No rural schools reported teaching Music Theory or Music
Composition, while at least one urban and one reservation school did. All extracurricular
coursework was offered by rural schools, with the exception of one urban school that
provided extracurricular Nontraditional Ensembles. The most frequent extracurricular
offering was choir, at three rural schools; this was immediately followed by lessons, at
two rural schools.
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Research Question Two: Climate
The second research question concerned educators’ perceptions of their school
climate, primarily expressed by eighteen survey items formatted as five-point numerical
rating scales. These questions focused on parent, community, and administrative support;
enforcement of expectations and attitude toward continuous learning; and school safety
and students’ social and emotional wellbeing. An ANOVA analysis of the data,
conducted at the .05 level of confidence, revealed a significant difference or differences
in the perception of climate, F(2, 8) = 6.287, p = .023 among the three school settings.
Tukey’s HSD was then employed as a post hoc test to determine where the significant
differences were found. There was a statistically significant difference between rural (M
= 3.777) and reservation schools (M = 2.880). There was no statistically significant
difference between reservation and urban schools, or between urban and rural schools;
the urban school mean was slightly lower than the rural mean (M = 3.722). All three
means were skewed toward the positive end of the climate spectrum, with even the
lowest mean rating above a 2.5 on a five-point scale.
The next question in the Climate section, also posed using a five-point numerical
rating scale, asked teachers to evaluate their students’ overall achievement level in core
classes. This question was included to garner music educators’ perceptions of the overall
student achievement level at their school. The researcher specifically sought to address
the concerns and celebrate the successes of music educators in underserved areas of
Nebraska, and one factor that often contributes to the perception of a school as being
underserved is lower levels of achievement (Hanushek et al., 1999; Ronfeldt, Loeb, &
Wyckoff, 2013). The respondents from rural schools, on average, perceived their
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students’ achievement in core classes to be the highest (M = 3.6), followed by urban (M =
3.333), and then reservation respondents (M = 2). Only one of the reservation school
music teachers responded to this question, so that response may not be representative of
the cohort of reservation schools in Nebraska.
Next, surveyed educators were asked to report their perceived rate of annual staff
turnover: Low (less than 10%), Medium (between 10% and 20%) and High (more than
20%). Out of the three school categories, reservation school respondents reported the
highest annual turnover at their schools, with a mean of 2.667 on a three-point scale, and
a standard deviation of 0.667. This was followed by the urban schools, which averaged
2.333 on a three-point scale, with a slightly smaller standard deviation than the
reservation school respondents (SD = 0.577). The rural music educators perceived the
lowest average annual turnover of the three school categories (M = 1.8), with the highest
standard deviation (SD = 0.837). Although the rural school respondents perceived the
annual turnover at their schools to be the lowest, the average rating was still closer to
Medium (between 10% and 20% of staff) than Low.
The final two items in this section were self-report inventories; the former asked
respondents for their number of years of teaching experience, and the latter asked for
their allotted number of weekly planning minutes. The sample consisted entirely of
veteran music educators, with the fewest number of years of experience reported as nine,
and the most experienced educator reporting forty years in the classroom. The average
number of years of teaching experience for the respondents was (M = 18.27, SD = 8.64),
with a median of fifteen years.
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Regarding plan time, respondents across all school categories reported a (M =
300.682, SD = 149.031) number of planning minutes per week, with a median score of
300 minutes per week. There was no standard deviation among the three urban schools;
each of the respondents from this category reported 500 weekly planning minutes, which
was considerably higher than any of the teachers in rural or reservation settings. The rural
educators reported the lowest average number of planning minutes, at M = 204, with the
highest standard deviation, SD = 104.127. The self-reported numbers in this category
varied widely; but, on average, rural music educators reported less than half the number
of weekly planning minutes of urban music educators. The average number of minutes
reported by reservation school music teachers was closer to the rural average than the
urban average (M = 262.5), with less variability among responses.
Research Question Three: Curriculum
Research question three focused on educators’ access to curricular and teacher
development resources, as assessed by six numerical rating scale survey items. Again, an
ANOVA analysis (p < .05) was conducted, F(2, 8) = 9.506, p = .008, and the Tukey HSD
test was used to as a post hoc test to identify the significant difference(s). Significant
differences in access were found to exist between urban (M = 4.667) and rural (M =
2.467) educators, and between urban and reservation (M = 1.944) educators. No
significant difference in access to curricular and teacher development resources was
detected between rural and reservation music educators.
Research Question Four: Staffing
Question four was designed to determine if there was a significant difference in
student-to-teacher ratios between the three school categories, as well as to describe the
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staffing situation within these categories by asking how many full- and part-time music
teachers were on staff, and what percentage of the surveyed educator’s job was dedicated
to music instruction. A one-way ANOVA detected a significant difference at the p < .05
level, F(2, 17) = 3.916, p = .040. When the Tukey HSD test was employed as a post hoc
analysis, it revealed that rural music educators were responsible for teaching significantly
more students than urban music educators in this sample. There was no statistically
significant difference found between reservation schools and the other two categories.
Research Question Five: Equipment and Materials
Research question five addressed the instruments, technology, and other physical
equipment and materials available to help music educators meet the Nebraska State Fine
Arts Standards. The final section of the OTL Survey presented a checklist of seventeen
items, for which respondents could indicate, “I have what I need,” “I have some of what I
need,” or “I do not have what I need.” The 3 (school type) X 3 (teacher resource score)
cross-tabulation analysis showed that significant differences, X2 (4, N = 10) = 35.59, p
< .05, existed among the school types in terms of their assessment of the resources
available to them to achieve student learning outcomes, as reflected in the Nebraska State
Fine Arts Standards. Reservation music educators reported that they do not have what
they need to achieve student learning outcomes far more frequently than rural or urban
music educators. In fact, 39.2% of the reservation teacher resource scores fell into the
category, “I do not have what I need,” and 62.5% of total responses in that category were
from reservation music educators. In contrast, 66.2% of rural teacher resource scores fell
into the category, “I have what I need,” and rural music educators’ responses represented
52.9% of responses in this category. Urban music educators’ teacher resource scores were
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largely split between, “I have some of what I need” (52.9%) and “I have what I need”
(43.1%), with only 3.9% falling into the category, “I do not have what I need.”
Discussion
Research Question One: Scheduling
The prevalence of ensembles such as choir and band within this sample suggests
that, regardless of size and setting, Nebraska schools are expected to adopt the traditional
large ensemble model that is ubiquitous nationwide. Often, in addition to their onstage
endeavors, bands that perform at sporting events and choirs that contribute music to local
institutions present the face of the music program to the community. Therefore, any
school with even the bare minimum of resources is likely to cultivate traditional Western
ensembles at any achievable size. Additionally, the state of Nebraska facilitates
performance opportunities such as the annual Class D All-State Band, as well as
conference band and choir clinics, that allow students from schools with low enrollment
to participate in large ensembles with other schools from their area.
Because the reservation and rural schools in this sample encompass grades K-12,
it was not surprising that general music was offered at each of these schools. General
music is the most common school music structure provided at the elementary level, and is
also offered fairly often at the middle school level. The unexpected element of these
results was that two out of the three surveyed urban high schools reported offering
general music as well. One reason these schools may choose to offer general music is to
provide fine arts opportunities for students who are unable or unwilling to participate in
ensembles. The OTL Survey did not have the scope to examine the reasons for each
school’s scheduling choices, so any of these speculations might constitute a reason for
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programming general music at the high school level. Additionally, because there is no
national or state curriculum for general music beyond Grade 8, the course could include a
broad variety of musical activities suitable for consumers or creators of music, students
with exceptionalities, or anyone interested in continuing music education outside the
realm of ensembles.
Within this sample, orchestra was only offered at the urban schools, which
confirms the assumption that orchestral resources are not typically available in small,
isolated, or underserved schools in Nebraska. String instruments are expensive, and
access to string instrument repair shops is rarer than band instrument repair shops outside
the urban areas of the state. It could be argued that band instruments are also expensive to
repair and replace, and the research agrees that this is an issue for some underserved
music programs issues (Fitzpatrick, 2011; Isbell, 2005; Mixon, 2005; Truscott &
Truscott, 2005). However, band instruments can be utilized for athletic as well as stage
bands, which might garner additional community support due to the visibility of these
ensembles in a variety of venues. Nevertheless, the reality is that if these results are
representative of the state of Nebraska, typically, only students in urban and suburban
school settings have the ability to participate in Orchestra.
The fact that orchestra was only available to students at the urban schools in this
sample, and guitar was only offered at one rural school, might mean that most schools in
this sample were immediately disqualified from the scheduling criteria needed to provide
a “Quality” music program as defined by the National Opportunity to Learn Standards
(2020), hereafter referred to as the OTL Standards. As stated in the OTL Standards
document, “while the Basic program calls for ensemble classes to be offered beginning in
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grade 5, the Quality program requires offerings in all areas specified in the Core
standards, including Ensembles and Guitar/Keyboard/Harmonizing Instruments
beginning in grade 4 or 5” (NAfME, 2020, p. 2). The core music categories include
General Music, Composition/Theory, Music Technology, Guitar/Keyboard/Harmonizing
Instruments, and Ensemble categories (NAfME, 2014). Unless a school can provide at
least one course from each of those categories, its program cannot merit a rating above
“Basic” with regard to Curriculum and Scheduling. Some of the schools in this sample
reported coursework in most of the required strands, but no keyboard or harmonizing
instruments courses were listed. Perhaps some of the schools incorporated Orff
instrument instruction into their general music classes, or featured keyboard as one of the
Lessons instruments, but the OTL Survey was unable to ascertain that information. The
self-report inventories for this question did not lend themselves to explanations of
curriculum and course descriptions.
There were no course offerings unique to the reservation schools in this sample.
Although the reservation schools provided students access to Western ensembles, general
music, lessons, music composition, and more, none of the respondents specified any
Indigenous music courses or ensembles, such as Native American flute or drum groups.
One school provided a nontraditional ensemble course, but the type of ensemble was not
identified. Again, there are a variety of potential reasons for these results. For instance,
the researcher facilitated Native flute studies and encouraged the formation or
continuation of drum groups. However, due to scheduling and staffing constraints, there
were no specific classes for these musical experiences. Native flute playing fell under the
“Lessons” category for this reservation school, as it is largely a meditative, soloistic
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experience. Some male students participated in drum groups, but this was viewed as a
community endeavor rather than part of the school music curriculum, in no small part due
to the sacred nature of the drum, which cannot be touched by females.
The disconnection between cultural music and school music revealed by the
results of this study hearkens back to the call for sovereignty of Indigenous education. If
the music teacher represented the culture of the reservation school, rather than
representing the White, middle-class demographic that dominates education, then Native
American student musicians would benefit from deeper, culturally authentic musical
experiences that may contribute to their identity and knowledge of their heritage. The
music course offerings at a tribally-controlled school might differ significantly from
those of a reservation public school. It would be worthwhile to examine the music course
offerings at Bureau of Indian Education schools across the United States to compare and
contrast their scheduling trends with those of reservation public schools.
Research Question Two: Climate
The results of this study revealed several notable findings regarding music
teachers’ perception of climate. The initial series of eighteen numerical rating scale
survey items yielded a significant difference in overall climate perception between
reservation school music educators (M = 2.880, SD = 0.321) and those in rural school
settings (M = 3.777, SD = 0.349). There was no significant difference between urban
music educators’ assessment of school climate (M = 3.722, SD = 0.434) and that of
reservation or rural music educators. Although the urban mean was closer to the rural
mean than the reservation mean, there was not a large enough difference between the
climate assessment of reservation and urban music teachers to be statistically

98
significantly different. Considering the greater access to resources reported by urban
schools (as discussed in research questions three and five), the relatively lower studentto-teacher ratio (as discussed in research question four), and the markedly greater number
of allotted planning minutes, it follows that urban teachers would report a significantly
higher perception of school climate than either reservation or rural teachers.
In fact, rural music educators reported the highest perception of climate, while
receiving the lowest number of average planning minutes and teaching significantly more
students during the day than either reservation or urban music teachers. On the other
hand, rural respondents rated their students’ achievement level in core classes to be the
highest of the three school categories, and their schools’ average annual staff turnover to
be the lowest of the three school categories. Perhaps rural educators’ perceptions of their
students as successful, and their slightly more stable staffing situation, carried more
weight for these educators than plan time and access to physical resources. All of these
factors have been established as predictors for staff retention, but in the literature, when
the question of success in underserved areas arises, support from school personnel and
community members is often foremost among the discussion items (Chester & Beaudin,
1996; Hinckley, 1995; Fiese & DeCarbo, 1995; Singer, Murphy, & Singer, 1998; Renfro,
2003; Wilcox, 2004). Most of the numerical rating scale questions in the Climate section
of the survey addressed some aspect of support (for staff, students, or the music program;
from administrators, parents, or the community), so the results suggest that the rural
music educators in this sample perceive the most overall support.
Conversely, urban music educators perceived their students’ achievement in core
classes to be slightly lower than their rural counterparts, and perceived the annual staff
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turnover at their schools to be appreciably higher—closer to the reservation mean than
the rural mean. The overall climate average for the urban educators fell between the rural
and reservation educators. This suggests that urban music educators perceive somewhat
less support (although not significantly less) than rural music educators, and somewhat
more support (again, not significantly more) than reservation music educators. Teachers
at reservation schools reported the highest perceived annual staff turnover and the lowest
overall climate assessment. Reservation music educators also indicated the least amount
of access to teacher development resources (significantly less than urban teachers, but not
significantly less than rural educators; see research question three) and equipment and
materials (significantly different than rural and urban schools; see research question five).
It is possible that the frustrations resulting from lack of access, compounded with a
perceived lack of support, contributed to this relatively lower climate assessment.
However, it bears repeating that the mean climate score for reservation school music
teachers was not far below the midpoint on a five-point numerical rating scale.
It is unsurprising that the urban teachers in this study reported the highest number
of planning minutes. In the state of Nebraska, public educators’ salaries are most often
negotiated by teachers’ unions and local school boards. By virtue of the district’s size, the
union for this urban center has greater membership and resources than the isolated local
associations that serve the rural and reservation schools. Some educators in that urban
center receive more than one planning period per day. By contrast, rural and reservation
music educators teach more grades, and have fewer music colleagues on staff, if any.
Only two of the eight rural and reservation music educators in this sample reported two
full-time music educators on staff. A considerable number of the small public school
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districts in Nebraska are comprised of one school building (or two, if the elementary is
separate), and only have the resources to employ one music teacher. Their negotiating
bodies operate in relative isolation, and in competition with schools that fall into their
geographic arrays. Therefore, while this is not an equitable practice, it stands to reason
that rural and reservation music educators would be granted less plan time than their
urban counterparts.
It would be interesting to find out whether the perception of school climate in
these underserved areas might differ if the survey was presented during a different school
year, or distributed at a different time of year. The OTL Survey was distributed during
mid-to-late spring of 2022, which is later in the year than most educational surveys. This
timeline may have influenced the number of survey responses from reservation and rural
schools, which were lower than expected. Additionally, recent school years have been
impacted to some degree by the global pandemic, with school districts everywhere facing
some degree of additional hardship. Would there have been a difference in perceived
school climate if the survey had been distributed in 2019? In future studies of this nature,
it will be interesting to note whether underserved schools exhibit any difference in
perceived climate as our nation moves past the pandemic and increasingly resumes
normal teaching routines, or incorporates new pandemic protocols into practice.
Research Question Three: Curriculum
The results of this study clearly indicated that urban music educators have
significantly more access to curricular and teacher development resources than rural or
reservation music teachers. The urban district in which the surveyed educators teach has
access to a central music library, a collection of instruments available for rent, and a
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plethora of music teachers within proximity to one another who can collaborate on
curricular ideas and share physical resources. There is music-specific professional
development available within this urban center, because there is a much larger number of
educators who benefit from it than in isolated rural or reservation settings, where
curricular resources are fewer and the sole music teacher often represents the district.
When music-specific professional development is not available in the district, many
music teachers seeking educational or networking opportunities join professional
organizations. Most of the professional associations available to music educators
represent specialized coursework, such as the Nebraska State Bandmasters Association,
the American String Teachers Association, and the Nebraska Choral Directors
Association. Reservation and rural music educators, who often teach students at a variety
of levels up to PK-12, could choose to join multiple professional organizations to attain
specialized assistance befitting all of their students. Unfortunately, this endeavor can be
cost-prohibitive and overwhelming.
On the other hand, the Nebraska Music Education Association represents
Nebraska music educators in all settings. This organization hosts an annual conference in
Lincoln, Nebraska, and provides ample professional development sessions hosted by
educators and music professionals. However, the conference relies on practicing music
educators to submit applications for hosting sessions, and the session content largely
depends upon the expertise of those who have the time and inclination to host. This
means that there are often fewer sessions focused on the particular needs of rural music
educators, and no sessions specific to the needs of reservation music educators. If
teachers in remote areas of the state contribute the time and resources to travel to the
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southeast corner of Nebraska to attain professional development, and find little relevant
information, they are unlikely to return for future conferences. The Nebraska Music
Education Association’s conference in November of 2021 featured two sessions targeted
toward rural, small-school, and K-12 music educators out of over fifty available sessions.
Teachers seeking professional development in Indigenous music education could work
with community musicians, if the option is available, or attend national symposia such as
the National Indian Education Association conference, if granted access and funding.
Again, these are effortful endeavors that must be initiated by isolated educators receiving
relatively little plan time (see research question four) and teaching a broad variety of
coursework (see research question one). The fact that there is little access to professional
development and curricular resources for music educators in reservation and rural areas is
alarming, especially considering that rural settings represent the vast majority of public
school districts in the state of Nebraska.
The OTL Standards (2020) document outlines the following professional
development framework for schools to meet the criteria of a “Basic” music education:
Each school district or school provides a regular program of in-service education
that includes at least two paid days for professional development activities
arranged by the district or school each year for every music educator. In addition,
every music educator is permitted at least one paid day of leave each year for
professional development activities proposed by the teacher and approved by the
school. (NAfME, 2020, p. 6)
Questions relating to paid professional leave were not included in the survey, so it is
uncertain whether the schools in any of the three settings actually met the OTL specific
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criteria for Basic or Quality programs with regard to professional development
opportunities. The urban schools had a statistically higher mean for “Teacher
Development Activity” than either the rural or the reservation schools, which were not
statistically significantly different from each other. The fact that the urban school mean
(M = 4.667 on a 5-point scale) was near the top rating suggests that the urban teachers
perceived their available “Teacher Development Activity” to be more than adequate for
meeting state and national music standards. The rural and reservation teachers, on the
other hand, had means below 3.00, the midpoint of the ratings, (M = 2.467 and M =
1.994, respectively). This suggests that rural and reservation school music educators did
not feel that their districts were meeting their needs for professional or curriculum
development. It may be difficult for schools in rural and reservation settings to prepare
for helping their students to achieve state and national music standards.
There are options for increasing professional development opportunities specific
to the needs of reservation music educators, within both state and national contexts. For
example, Educational Service Units are available to all rural and reservation schools, and
can assist in securing music-related professional development opportunities.
Additionally, Professional Learning Communities should be encouraged among
educators at reservation schools in order to increase mentorship, collaboration, and
exchange of resources with educators in similar teaching environments. Similarly,
reservation school districts should facilitate connections with Indigenous professional
organizations, such as the National Indian Education Association. Some of NIEA’s
annual conventions contain music-specific sessions, and all of the organization’s
conventions include pow wows and gatherings featuring music from a variety of live
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drum circles. Out of several hundred public school districts in the state of Nebraska, only
four are reservation schools; therefore, those educators should strive to familiarize
themselves with any local or national resources that will assist in providing a quality,
culturally responsive education for their students.
Research Question Four: Staffing
A number of factors may contribute to the relatively low student-to-teacher ratio
at the urban schools in this sample. While Nebraska’s Class AA urban high schools have
much higher student enrollments than the Class C and Class D schools represented herein
by the rural and reservation schools, music classes are not technically required at the high
school level in Nebraska, unless these music classes are the only avenue for achieving
fine arts credits. Most often, music courses at the high school level are simply some of a
variety of courses—including visual arts courses and theater courses—that can fulfill fine
arts graduation requirements. Therefore, the urban music educators surveyed must rely on
recruitment of students to their elective courses, and retention of musicians from feeder
programs in elementary and middle schools, to maintain or increase their numbers.
Furthermore, the urban schools in the sample reported a total of eleven full-time music
educators across three schools. Thus, even though the number of students enrolled in
music at these schools (M = 400 students per school) is higher than at the rural (M = 249
students per school) and reservation (M = 202 per school) schools, the average number of
students for which each urban educator is responsible is lower by virtue of the number of
available staff members.
These results shed light on the staffing of music programs in Nebraska, and
highlight how crucial it is to recruit and retain quality music educators at rural and
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reservation schools. Many isolated districts across the expanse of the state are represented
by only one or two music teachers, who are responsible for the music education of
hundreds of students. When one of these educators leaves or retires, the institutional
knowledge accrued and applied over years of service is often lost. Additionally, the
research clearly states that it is more difficult for underserved school settings to recruit
and retain educators, especially if the local pool of educators is small (Boyd, Lankford,
Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005; Jacob, 2007; Truscott & Truscott, 2005; Young, 2018).
Acknowledging that many music teachers in the state of Nebraska are the sole source of
music education for an entire district of students should impact everything from the
preservice education available to prospective educators, to the resources and mentorship
available for new educators, to the strategies enacted to support and retain quality music
educators.
Preservice education programs should work with isolated and underserved
districts, whenever possible, to provide student teaching experiences in these settings.
The assertion in the literature that prospective urban music educators who experience
urban music classrooms firsthand are better prepared to teach in those environments
could conceivably be applied to rural (Prest, 2013) and reservation contexts. The more
exposure one has to a particular classroom environment, the better one can develop
strategies for success in that particular environment, with the assistance of the resources
at one’s disposal.
All public school districts should provide new teacher mentorship programs in
order to encourage professional growth and retention. This is perhaps especially
imperative in districts with only one teacher per subject area, particularly when the
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district is geographically isolated from other schools. Administrative support and staff
mentorship is a recurring theme in the research literature regarding teacher retention and
teacher success in underserved schools. Therefore, administrators should provide
guidance and support, particularly to new educators, and facilitate collaboration with
other music educators in similar school environments.
Many of the specifications for staffing in the OTL Standards (2020)—access to
in-service training for and consultation regarding special education, access to teacher
aides if they are available for other classes, collaboration with community arts
organizations when it befits the curriculum—were not addressed in the OTL Survey.
However, one hallmark of a quality music program is the provision that “class loads for
music teachers are not significantly higher than other academic areas. Ratios should be
established to ensure additional music teachers are hired to ensure equitable music
instruction for all students” (p. 6). According to the U.S. News and World Report (n.d.),
the average student-teacher ratio in the urban high schools whose music teachers took
this survey was 14.667:1. In the rural schools, the average student-teacher ratio was 10:1;
and in the reservation schools, the average student-teacher ratio was 8:1 The
corresponding student-music teacher ratio for these school settings was 109:1, 152:1, and
140:1, respectively. The ratio of music teacher to students in all of these Nebraska school
settings are significantly higher than recommended. Are Nebraska schools staffed to help
students achieve music standards? These figures would indicate that music programs in
all of these settings are greatly understaffed.
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Research Question Five: Equipment and Materials
While the urban music educators in this sample reported by far the most access to
curricular and teacher development resources, the rural music educators reported more
access to the equipment and materials needed to achieve student learning outcomes than
reservation or urban educators. The urban music teachers reported, “I have what I need”
less often than expected; “I do not have what I need” far less frequently than expected;
and, “I have some of what I need” both more often than expected and most often overall.
This result is somewhat unanticipated, given the urban center’s access to a pool of
physical resources and opportunities for collaboration with a number of nearby music
teachers. However, no district has infinite resources, and the communal resources
available to this urban district are shared by a large number of people. Additionally,
because there is no state or national curriculum for music education, and because the
local context and clientele should and do impact the shape of music programs, the
equipment and materials needed to meet the needs of students can differ dramatically
between districts. Perhaps the urban schools in the sample have less access to the type,
caliber, and quantity of equipment and materials needed to provide a comparable music
education to schools with students that come from higher SES homes in their district. It is
easier to draw direct comparisons between music programs within the Class AA urban
setting than it is between rural Class C and D schools in the same regional conference,
which may differ in many immediately perceptible ways. Thus, with little reason or basis
for comparison, the rural music educators in the sample may feel that they generally have
what they need to provide a quality music education within the parameters of their
districts.
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In contrast, the reservation school music teachers reported that they did not have
what they need far more frequently than expected, with the observed frequency (n = 20)
more than double the expected frequency for that category (n = 9.6). The observed
frequency of the response, “I have what I need” (n = 18) was notably less than the
expected frequency (n = 25.5). Although reservation schools serve high-need populations
and face a number of unique challenges, the reservation public schools in Nebraska
receive grant funding to compensate for the lack of a tax base. At least two of the four
schools have recently secured funding to update their facilities, so it is surprising that the
respondents reported a lack of necessary equipment and materials. A myriad of factors
could underlie this particular issue, including lack of arts-specific budgeting,
administrative attitudes toward the music program, or lack of experience in the position
necessary to cultivate advocacy and attain resources. While the teachers in this sample
were all veteran music educators, it is possible that some of them had recently accepted
the position in the district at which they were surveyed. Stepping into a music program
requires time to adjust and assess before procuring additional resources. However, the
longevity of the surveyed educators within each district is unknown; and the reason or
reasons for the significantly low assessment of access to equipment and materials at the
reservation districts is a matter of speculation meriting further research.
The “Equipment and Materials” section of the survey only provided a cursory
overview of some of the physical music supplies that would assist in achieving student
learning outcomes. There were no questions regarding access to high-quality pianos in
every music classroom, or school-sanctioned Web portals. The existence of a specific
annual budget and a written depreciation and replacement plan was not considered. Given
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NAfME’s charge that the annual budget should be “equal to at least 5 percent of the
current replacement value of the total inventory of instruments and equipment” (p. 7) in
order to achieve a basic score, many or all of the surveyed schools likely fall short of this
goal. Even the rural music educators in this sample still only reported having some of
what they needed in certain instances. It is improbable that the public school music
budgets of underserved districts in Nebraska meet or exceed five percent of the
replacement value of their entire inventory.
Recommendations for Further Research
The primary goal of this study was to illuminate the state of music education at
underserved areas in Nebraska. This included analyzing the capacity of music programs
at rural, urban, and reservation schools to achieve the Nebraska State Fine Arts Standards
with the resources at their disposal. This study also strove to highlight the challenges and
rewards inherent in teaching at underserved districts in Nebraska, with particular
emphasis on reservation schools, which have been largely overlooked in the literature.
Foremost among the recommendations for further research is the exhortation that
reservation public schools deserve acknowledgement within the body of educational
research. Little is known of the common practices, needs, and specific joys of teaching—
and, specifically, of teaching music—in reservation school settings. Therefore, many
assumptions are made about the school systems situated on reservations, and these
assumptions have the potential to negatively impact efforts to recruit and retain quality
educators. Research on best practices for Indigenous music education would be highly
valuable, considering the lack of access to professional development for music teachers at
reservation schools. Finally, just as sovereign nations within the United States must be
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recognized as a vital part of our population rather than being relegated to the past tense,
reservation and tribal schools in the United States should be considered equally worthy of
study as other underserved school contexts.
This study was delimited to the underserved areas of Nebraska, and therefore
presents a small sample of educators from urban, rural, and reservation schools in the
state. It would be worthwhile to reproduce this study on a larger scale and, now that
underserved school categories have been defined, further differentiate the school contexts
involved. For example, one might choose to survey the population of reservation school
music teachers in the nation, or compare and contrast the resources or structures of music
programs at Bureau of Indian Education schools with those in reservation settings.
Regarding rural schools, in the state of Nebraska alone, Class C and D public schools
number over 200 (NSAA, 2021). Thus, conducting a resource comparison study on the
population of rural districts, or some subset thereof, would provide a larger pool of
responses from which to draw conclusions.
It would be useful to discover any trends in scheduling at reservation public
schools across the United States, including any Indigenous or nontraditional ensembles
offered, to make the case for culturally responsive pedagogy that provides authentic
musical experiences beneficial to the enrollment numbers and demographics of
reservation districts. In the state of Nebraska, the reservation school music educators do
not currently have the means for systematic collaboration. Additionally, they have
reported inadequate access to the curricular resources, teacher development resources,
and equipment and materials necessary to achieve student learning outcomes. Thus, it
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would behoove reservation schools to discover alternative music courses, resources, and
strategies to effectively meet state and national standards for music education.
School climate is such a profound topic that, to delve deeper into the various
factors contributing to music educators’ perceptions of school climate, it should be
evaluated independently in future studies. While a substantial portion of the OTL Survey
was devoted to climate questions, each survey item analyzed a different facet of climate,
without any redundancy, and without fully exploring the topic. Replicating or
expounding this study’s analysis of school climate could potentially reinforce the results.
On the other hand, distributing a school climate survey at a different time of year or
during a different school year may yield divergent results. Because the survey items in
this category were somewhat more subjective and emotionally-based than other
questions, this particular element of the study would benefit greatly from replication,
hopefully with a larger sample size.
The results of the “Curriculum” section of the survey absolutely bear repeating,
and merit further study. Do music educators at underserved and isolated areas of the
Midwest lack access to professional development and curricular resources? If the study is
reproduced to include underserved districts across the nation, what will the trends in
access prove to be? Even reassessing a similar sample of Nebraska music educators in
underserved contexts would be productive. If the results of a second OTL Survey echo
those of the first, it should provoke action among music education stakeholders and
professional organizations to facilitate professional development opportunities that are
accessible and relevant to rural and reservation music educators.
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The fundamental reason for continuing to study staffing trends in Nebraska is to
raise awareness of the discrepancies between the urban and suburban settings, which may
be sufficiently staffed with music educators, and the rural and reservation settings, which
often have as few as one or two music teachers for the entire district. If the results herein,
which indicate that rural music educators are responsible for significantly more students
than urban music educators, are confirmed by future studies, there may be serious policy
implications. First, preservice education programs in Nebraska will need to vigorously
examine their efforts to prepare music educators for the likely event that they will find
placement in an underserved rural environment. Second, state professional organizations
and curriculum writers should facilitate K-12 music curricula and resources that would
help isolated music educators achieve student learning outcomes. Finally, district
administrators should develop recruitment and retention strategies for music educators
and other specialists who serve large numbers of students, as well as mentorship
programs for new staff members. Support is vital to the success and retention of quality
music educators; and if the results of this staffing analysis are verified, retention is
imperative to the continuing provision of a quality music education to public school
students in isolated rural environments.
The results of the “Equipment and Materials” section of this study were
unexpected, and warrant additional consideration. Perhaps, as suggested above, future
studies could differentiate between the underserved school categories of this study to
explore trends in access among, for example, reservation schools at a national level.
Perhaps, to retain the categories assessed herein by chi-square analysis while attaining a
larger sample, a regional study of underserved music programs in the Midwest could be
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conducted. A more expansive version of this study might be able to examine in more
detail the reasons for access or lack of access to equipment and materials, using selfreport inventories.
Significance of the Study
All students deserve an excellent music education, which includes effective and
innovative teachers who benefit from administrative and community support, diverse
coursework that is responsive to their needs and aspirations, a curriculum guided by the
state and/or national music standards, and a variety of resources that encourage
achievement of standards through an inclusive and culturally responsive lens. This study
was undertaken to determine the readiness of Nebraska urban, rural, and reservation
school music programs to provide a quality music education based upon NAfME’s
National Opportunity to Learn Standards (2020). Small school districts in the state of
Nebraska have a limited pool of local music educators from which to draw; therefore,
new or migrating teachers will benefit from an awareness of the resources available and
the expectations of these districts. Armed with an understanding of the potential needs,
challenges, and rewards of teaching music in the contexts of urban, rural, and reservation
schools in Nebraska, current and future music educators can infer potential needs of
similar districts elsewhere, to prepare themselves for success in whichever climate they
elect to serve.
Furthermore, this study offers a glimpse into the current state of music education
in Nebraska’s small schools, including reservation schools. Current educational research
has not thoroughly examined the storied history of Native American music, particularly
as it intersects with public education. The ramifications of marginalization, cultural
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erasure and assimilation, systemic removal, and racism are echoed in the dearth of
academic literature on the subject. This study intends to encourage further research into
the practices, challenges, and rewards of teaching music at schools with predominantly
Indigenous student populations. Additionally, if marked differences exist between the
music programs of urban, rural, and reservation schools, raising awareness of the needs
of various programs can generate conversations about equity within our state- and
district-level educational systems.
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Appendix A
OTL Survey Tool
Start of Block: SCHEDULING
For the following question, please select all that apply.
Courses I teach include the following:
During school
day (1)
General Music
(1)
Choir (2)
Band (3)
Orchestra (4)
Lessons (5)
Nontraditional
Ensembles (6)
Music History
(7)
Music Theory
(8)
Other: (9)
Other: (10)
Other: (11)
Other: (12)

Extracurricular
(2)

N/A (3)

▢

▢

▢

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

▢

▢

▢

▢

▢

▢

▢
▢
▢
▢

▢
▢
▢
▢

▢
▢
▢
▢

End of Block: SCHEDULING
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Start of Block: CLIMATE
For the questions in this block, either move the slider to select the response that best represents your
view, or enter the correct numerical response.
Please move the slider to select the response that best represents your view.
Strongly
disagree
1

2

Strongly agree
3

4

5

Parents/families of my students attend
extracurricular musical performances.
Parents/families of my students can be
reached for discussion about positive
student behavior or concerns.
My school welcomes visits or active
participation from community
stakeholders.
My administration supports the activities
of the music program.
School administrators and staff
communicate with each other effectively.
School administrators promote the success
of all students.
Please move the slider to select the response that best represents your view.
Strongly
disagree
1
Rules for student behavior are consistently
enforced.
Goals and priorities for the school are
clear.
Teachers at school are continuously
learning.
Teachers actively work to create a safe and
welcoming environment for every student.
Most students are well-behaved and
respectful to staff.
Most students are motivated to learn.

2

Strongly agree
3

4

5
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Please move the slider to select the response that best represents your view.
Strongly
disagree
1

2

Strongly agree
3

4

5

I spend a great deal of time dealing with
students’ social and emotional challenges.
Students in my school would feel
comfortable reporting harassment or
bullying to school officials.
Students respect each other's differences
(for example, gender, race, culture,
orientation, etc.).
Students have attitudes that reduce
academic success.
Student misbehavior interferes with
teaching.
Routine duties interfere with teaching.

I perceive the overall student achievement level in core classes to be:
Far below
Below
Average
average
average
1

2

Above Far
average above
average
3

4

5

I perceive the overall student achievement
level in core classes to be:
I perceive the annual percentage of staff turnover at my school to be:
Low
(less
than
10%)
1
I perceive the annual percentage of staff
turnover at my school to be:
My total number of years of music teaching experience is:
________________________________________________________________
The number of weekly planning minutes designated in my schedule is:
________________________________________________________________

Medium
(between
10% and
20%)
2

High
(more
than
20%)
3
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End of Block: CLIMATE
Start of Block: CURRICULUM
For the following questions, please move the slider to select the response that best represents your
view.
Strongly
Strongly
disagree
agree
1

2

3

4

My district has clear guidelines for the
music curriculum.
My district provides necessary materials
for implementation of music curriculum.
My district utilizes a mentorship program
for new teachers.
If so, my district's mentorship program
contributes to the successful acclimation of
new teachers.

End of Block: CURRICULUM
Start of Block: STAFFING
For the following questions, please type a numerical answer, or select the response that best
represents your view.
The number of students enrolled in elementary music at my school is:
________________________________________________________________
The number of students enrolled in middle school music at my school is:

________________________________________________________________
The number of students enrolled in high school music at my school is:
________________________________________________________________
The number of full-time music teachers at my school is:
________________________________________________________________

5
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The number of part-time music teachers at my school is:
________________________________________________________________
The percentage of my job dedicated to music is (for example, if your position is .5 FTE for music
and .5 FTE for Spanish, type "50"):
________________________________________________________________
Please move the slider to reflect your view on these professional development questions.
Strongly
disagree
1

2

3

Strongly
agree
4

5

My district provides music-related
professional development activities each
year.
My district approves music-related
professional development activities
proposed by music teachers.

End of Block: STAFFING
Start of Block: EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS
For each of the following categories of equipment and materials, please choose the response that best
represents your view.
I have what I
need (1)

I have some of
what I need (2)

I do not have
what I need (3)
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Quality band
instruments (1)
Quality
orchestra
instruments (2)
Quality general
music
instruments (3)
Quality
instruments for
Indigenous,
international, or
nontraditional
ensembles (4)
Quality piano or
keyboard (5)
Music library
(6)
Method books
(7)
General music
series or
instructional
resources (8)
Technology
resources for
teacher (9)
Technology
resources for
students (10)
Electronic
composition
software (11)
Projector or
interactive
board (12)
Seating
designed for
music class (13)
Choral risers
(14)
Music stands
(15)
Adaptive
devices for
students with
exceptionalities
(16)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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PA system with
microphones
(17)

o

End of Block: EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS

o

o
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Appendix B
Face and Content Validity Assessment Tool
Face and Content Validity:
Opportunity to Learn Standards in Class C and D Nebraska Music Programs Survey
Name: ________________________________________________________________
1. Please indicate how clear the survey directions are for Section 2: Climate (“For the questions in
this block, either move the slider to select the response that best represents your view, or enter the
correct numerical response.”)
1 Star - Very Unclear

5 Stars - Very Clear

2. Section 2 Directions: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the previous question
by including a few brief general or specific comments.
________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
3. Please indicate how clear the survey directions are for Section 4: Staffing (“For the following
questions, please type a numerical answer, or select the response that best represents your view.”)
1 Star - Very Unclear

5 Stars - Very Clear

4. Section 4 Directions: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the previous question
by including a few brief general or specific comments.
________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
5. Are the survey items (size, font, spacing, and format) appropriate with regard to presentation on
both a computer screen and a mobile phone?
1 Star - Highly Inappropriate

5 Stars - Highly Appropriate

6. Survey Presentation: Please use the box below to describe your rating of the previous question by
including a few brief general or specific comments.
________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
7. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the survey statements are succinct and discernible as
statements about access to opportunity to learn standards (scheduling, climate, curriculum, staffing,
and equipment & materials)?
1 Star - Strongly Disagree

5 Stars - Strongly Agree

Succinct:

1 Star - Strongly Disagree
Discernible:

5 Stars - Strongly Agree
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8. Succinct & Discernible: Please use the box below to describe your ratings from the previous
question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
9. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the survey items are representative of items
designated by the National Association for Music Education as opportunity to learn standards?
(https://nafme.org/my-classroom/standards/opportunity-to-learn-standards/)
1 Star - Strongly Disagree

5 Stars - Strongly Agree

10. Accurate Representation: Please use the box below to describe your rating from the previous
question by including a few brief general or specific comments.
________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
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Appendix C
Email Invitation to Participate in the Research Study
Subject: Invitation to Participate in a Music Education Research Study
Greetings, fellow music educator,
My name is Amber Knight, and I am the K-12 Music Educator at Santee Community
Schools. Dr. Glenn Nierman, Professor of Music Education at the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln, and I are inviting you to participate in a music education research
study. We are excited about the potential of this study to help teachers garner more
resources for their music programs, and we need your help, please. The purpose of this
study is to determine the readiness of music programs to achieve Nebraska state music
standards based on fulfillment of the National Association for Music
Education’s National Opportunity to Learn Standards. In particular, this study seeks to
determine whether there are any statistically significant differences in the capacity of
urban, rural, and reservation public school music programs in Nebraska to achieve the
aforementioned standards.
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your responses will remain completely
confidential, as the report will only use aggregated results. By accessing the survey
on Qualtrics and completing it, you are providing informed consent.
To participate, please click on the link below, or copy and paste the link into your web
browser.
If you have any questions about this study, please contact the Principal Researcher,
Amber Knight, at aknight@santeeschools.org. If you have any questions or concerns
about your rights as a research participant, please contact the University of NebraskaLincoln Institutional Review Board at 402-472-6965.
Thank you for your time and participation in this research study.
Regards,
Amber Knight

Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix D
First Reminder Email
Subject: First Reminder: Invitation to Participate in a Music Education Research
Study
Greetings, fellow music educator,
On [date], you received an email invitation to participate in the Opportunity to Learn
Standards for Music Education in Nebraska Survey created by Amber Knight, K-12
Music Educator at Santee Community Schools, and Dr. Glenn Nierman, Professor of
Music Education at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Our records indicate that you
have yet to respond. Please consider taking approximately fifteen minutes to complete the
survey, as your response is crucial to our research regarding music education resources at
rural, urban, and reservation schools in Nebraska.
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your responses will remain completely
confidential, as the report will only use aggregated results. By accessing the survey
on Qualtrics and completing it, you are providing informed consent.
To participate, please click on the link below, or copy and paste the link into your web
browser.
If you have any questions about this study, please contact the Principal Researcher,
Amber Knight, at aknight@santeeschools.org. If you have any questions or concerns
about your rights as a research participant, please contact the University of NebraskaLincoln Institutional Review Board at 402-472-6965.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,
Amber Knight
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix E
Final Reminder Email
Subject: Final Reminder: Invitation to Participate in a Music Education Research
Study
Greetings, fellow music educator,
On [date], you received an email invitation to participate in the Opportunity to Learn
Standards for Music Education in Nebraska Survey. Please consider taking
approximately fifteen minutes to complete the survey, as your response is very important
to our data regarding the resources available to music students in rural, urban, and
reservation school settings in Nebraska.
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your responses will remain completely
confidential, as the report will only use aggregated results. By accessing the survey on
Qualtrics and completing it, you are providing informed consent. Responses are due by
June 1st.
To participate, please click on the link below, or copy and paste the link into your web
browser.
If you have any questions about this study, please contact the Principal Researcher,
Amber Knight, at aknight@santeeschools.org. If you have any questions or concerns
about your rights as a research participant, please contact the University of NebraskaLincoln Institutional Review Board at 402-472-6965.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,
Amber Knight
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}

